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Abstract
Writing teachers in a southern school district have not consistently implemented
evidence-based practices (EBPs) in writing instruction as indicated by students not
meeting proficiency levels on state and campus writing assessments. Despite professional
development (PD) provided to writing teachers, writing assessment scores remained
lower than state level scores between 2012 and 2019 at the target campus. Teachers’
perceptions of their competence related to the implementation of writing strategies in the
classroom, their perceptions of how district and campus PD supported their skill
development, and their efficacy in designing and implementing lesson plans focused on
teaching writing strategies were explored in this study. Bandura’s self-efficacy theory
was the framework for this study, which included elements of competence, motivation,
and persistence in striving for success in spite of failure to achieve goals. In the local
setting, 6 high school English teachers with experience teaching the writing process
elected to participate in this qualitative case study. Teacher interviews, teachers’ lesson
plans, and a list of district PD sessions were used as sources of data for this study. Data
analyses included coding and theme development. Study results indicated teachers feel
well-prepared by PD presenters who model, engage, and provide relevant lessons for
successful implementation of EBPs into classroom practice. Consequently, a PD project
was developed allowing teachers to participate as both the student and the instructor
within a writing workshop model focusing on EBP use. This project developed from
study findings could promote positive social change by assisting school districts in
planning future PD which could improve teachers’ knowledge, skills, and sense of
efficacy, while also leading to improvements in students’ writing skills.
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Section 1: The Problem
The Local Problem
During my time as a high school teacher and instructional coach, I frequently
heard teachers discussing their views related to what they believed were the causes of
students’ low writing scores on the most recent state exam and related to how they
believed the district trainings were not adequately preparing them to teach effective
writing strategies. All teachers are interested in their students’ success, yet they
frequently hold different perceptions of what makes for effective writing instruction. I
became interested in studying what factors teachers indicated they believed were
influential in improving student writing. Collecting relevant data related to factors that
influence teacher perceptions concerning effective writing instruction could ultimately
lead to the development of meaningful professional development to help teachers
improve the instructional strategies used to teach writing in their classrooms. This teacher
reflection could in turn be an important step in helping Texas School District 1 (TSD 1:
Pseudonym) develop focused professional development (PD) targeting writing
methodologies that could help students learn to write more effectively when those writing
strategies are brought back to the classroom.
The most recent writing exams used to test high school English students in the
district are two of the five end of course exams (EOCs) known as the State of Texas
Assessments of Academic Readiness, or the STAAR test. The exam includes a reading
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section and a writing section, and students have a total of 5 hours to complete the entire
test. The writing portion of the exam consists of 22 multiple-choice questions testing
revising and editing skills and a one-page essay. Students in ninth grade are required to
write an expository writing prompt on the STAAR English 1 EOC, and students in 10th
grade are required to write a persuasive writing prompt on the STAAR English 2 EOC.
Since the EOCs were first implemented in the 2011-12 school year, the majority of TSD
1 students received failing scores in the writing section each year. Low-test scores were a
concern for the school administrators, teachers, and students of TSD 1, as these low
scores indicated problems with the students’ writing skills and with the teachers’
instructional methods for teaching the writing process.
Definition of the Problem
The problem was that TSD 1 teachers were not experiencing consistent success
incorporating evidence-based practices (EBPs) in their instruction, as indicated by
administrative comments and students’ low scores on writing assessments. Students’ poor
writing skills, demonstrated by low writing scores on the EOC 1 and EOC 2 state exams,
provided evidence of the underuse or poor implementation of EBPs. Over 7 school years
(2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016, 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019)
more than half of the students within the district have not earned passing scores on the
state writing tests (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2012-2013, 2013-2014, 20142015, 2015-2016, 2016-2017, 2018-2019), and, as a result, teachers, administrators, and
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parents expressed concern over what could be done to help students develop stronger
writing skills.
In classroom observations, the school principal observed that English teachers
failed to use EBPs in teaching the writing process, which includes prewriting, drafting,
revising, and editing. MacArthur, Graham, and Fitzgerald (2016) argued that the
effectiveness of individual EBPs can be ascertained specifically through statistical
analysis. As a result, the researchers concluded that teachers’ use of selected EBPs could
significantly improve students’ writing skills. Consequently, the district administrators
developed PDs that focused on the implementation of EBPs in teaching the writing
process. For example, the district administrators developed such sessions as Writing
Across the Curriculum (2016) using EBPs. These factors and issues illustrated district
leaders’ concern with the effectiveness of PD offered to teachers regarding the writing
process.
Documentation of the Problem in Educational Research
Researchers demonstrated the importance of English teachers using the writing
process to help students develop writing skills needed for college success and of the
difficulties educators have had in helping students achieve this goal (Boone, Chaney,
Compton, Donahue, & Gocsik, 2012; Gillespie, Graham, Kiuhara, & Hebert, 2014). If
teachers are not focused on using the writing process approach or are not effectively
conveying this approach to students, then students’ lack of understanding of the writing
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process could be contributing to their low level of success on the writing test (Amicucci,
2011; Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Atwell, 2002). The district’s focus on writing
instruction in PD offerings, along with the low scores students received on the writing
EOC exam, provided evidence of the importance and need to investigate the problem of
teachers’ underuse of research-supported, writing instructional strategies and/or of the
poor implementation of the EBPs introduced through campus and district PD.
Rationale
Evidence of the Problem at the Local Level
The EOC exams are core academic tests that all students in Texas must pass to
graduate from high school. The EOC exam measures reading and writing skills of all
ninth graders enrolled in English 1 and of all 10th graders enrolled in English 2. For the
2012–2013 school year, students had to earn a score of 55% to pass the English 1 exam
and a score of 57% to pass the English 2 exam (Lead4Ward, 2013). The passing score in
the 2013–2016 school years was 57% for English 1 and 60% for English 2 (Lead4Ward,
2013, 2016), and for the 2016–2017 school year, 59% for English 1 and 60% for English
2 (Lead4Ward, 2017). The passing scores in 2017-2018 were 60% for both English 1 and
English 2 (Lead4Ward, 2019). In 2018-2019, the English 2 passing score remained at
60% but English 1 went down to 57% (Lead4Ward, 2019). The majority of high school
students attending TSD 1 had failing writing scores on the English 1 and English 2 EOC
exams for the 2012-2013 school year. The percentage of TSD 1 High School students
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who earned a passing score on the English 1 writing subsection of the EOC exam in the
2012-13 school year was 38.89% (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2013). In the
same school year, 42.25% of the students earned a passing score on the English 2 writing
subsection of the EOC exam (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2013). The spring
semester of 2013 was the last school year that the English EOC exam was separated into
two separate tests: a reading and writing test. A combined reading and writing score is
now reported on the Texas Academic Performance Report, but TSD 1 is still able to
access disaggregated data, like the writing portion of the exam, using a software program
from Eduphoria. The 2013-14 state writing assessment included a writing sample in
addition to a multiple choice writing assessment that consisted of revising and editing
questions; the writing assessment results indicated that more than half of the students did
not earn a passing score on the state writing assessment. In the 2013-14 school year,
students completed a writing test as part of their state exam; less than half of the students
earned a passing score on these writing portions as well. In 2014 at TSD 1, for example,
40% of the students passed the English 1 EOC exam, and 47.62% of students passed the
English 2 EOC exam (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2015). The passing score
reported for the writing portion of the exam was below 50% for both grade levels and for
both the 2012-13 and 2013-14 school years. These results indicated that the majority of
students in English 1 and English 2 who attended TSD 1 High School were not mastering
grade level writing skills.
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The 2015 English EOC data indicated that even though students were
incrementally improving in their writing skills from the previous 2 years, a significant
percentage were still struggling in the writing category. In English 1, 48.06% students
had passing scores in the writing category of the exam (Texas Academic Performance
Report, 2015). In English 2, 55.27% students passed the writing category of the exam
(Texas Academic Performance Report, 2015). In 2016, 48.13% of students passed the
writing portion of English 1, and 48.47% students passed the writing portion of English 2
(Texas Academic Performance Report, 2017). The 2017 scores for English 1 were
49.29% and for English 2 were 51.63% (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2017). In
2018, 49.69% of students passed the writing portion of English 1, and 51.50% students
passed the writing portion of English 2 (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2019). In
2019, 41.55% of students passed English 1, and 50.71% of students passed the English 2
writing portion (Texas Academic Performance Report, 2019). The 2019 English EOC
assessment data is the most current data available due to the state’s waiver of the 2020
EOCs because of the COVID-19 pandemic. Table 1 summarizes the 7 years of English
EOC writing data and indicates that the student-passing rate on the writing portion of the
English EOCs has consistently been low.
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Table 1

Percentage of Students in TSD 1 High School Who Met the Passing Standard on the
Writing Portion of the EOC Exam

School year

EOC 1

EOC 2

writing section

writing section

passing scores

passing scores

2012-2013

38.89%

45.25%

2013-2014

40%

47.62%.

2014-2015

48.06%

55.27%

2015-2016

48.13%

48.47%

2016-2017

49.29%

51.63%

2017-2018

49.69%

51.50%

2018-2019

41.55%

50.71%

Note. Disaggregated data of the writing portion from the Texas Academic Performance
Report, 2013, 2015, 2017, and 2019.
The principal of TSD 1 and the administrative team expressed concern at the
beginning of the 2015-2016 school year that the school’s English teachers did not seem to
be teaching the writing process using the most current EBPs, nor were they using
strategies described in district PD, which was noticed when the administrative team had
conducted teacher observations the previous school year. English 1 and English 2

8

teachers administered a writing preassessment of student writing at the beginning of the
2015–2016 school year, and administrators conducted and recorded class observations
using Eduphoria. The preassessment results indicated that over half of the students did
not effectively implement the steps of the writing process when asked to write an essay
for the preassessment, and administrators noted in their observations that teachers were
not implementing the writing process strategies in the lessons that the administrators
observed. The TSD 1 principal stated that administrators were looking in particular to see
if English teachers were using such EBPs for writing, such as Graves’s (1983, 1994)
approach to the writing process, in which students are to write recursively for authentic
audiences throughout the stages of planning, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing.
However, the TSD 1 principal stated that administrators seldom saw the district teachers
using these instructional strategies. Teachers’ failure to implement these best practices
could contribute to the students’ poor writing skills as indicated by low writing scores.
The pedagogical practices of teachers could either help improve or hinder students’ level
of writing successes (Knezek, 2014).
TSD 1 is a small school district with about 1,200 students total in Grades 9 to 12.
The only high school in TSD 1 is known as an early high school college where students
can graduate with their high school diplomas and an associate degree. In order to
graduate with a high school diploma or an associate degree, however, students must pass
the English 1 and English 2 EOC exams. The English EOC exams in both English 1 and

9

English 2 assess both reading and writing skills. The writing portion of the exam that is
emphasized on the EOCs requires students to compose an expository essay on the
English 1 EOC and to develop a persuasive essay on the English 2 EOC. The writing
portion of both the English 1 and the English 2 EOCs also assesses students’ revising and
editing skills by requiring students to identify and correct basic grammatical errors and
transitional sentences within several reading passages. Figure 1 shows how the English 1
and English 2 tests are sectioned off and weighted.
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Figure 1. Weighting of components for the English assessments. Reprinted with
% of

Multiple

Total Score

Choice

by Section

Component

Reading

28 questions

Section

(1 point each)

50%

28 points

% of Score

Performance

% of Score

Component

Total
Points

2 Short
30%

Answer

20%

Response

92

(9 points
each)
18 points
Writing

22 questions

Section

(1 point each)

50%

22 points

1
24%

Composition

26%

24 points

permission (N. Barrera, personal communication, October 21, 2016) from “Redesign of
the STAAR English I and English II Assessments” by Texas Education Agency. 2015.

According to the executive director of curriculum and instruction in TSD 1,
educators of TSD 1 were focusing on some deficiencies in the areas of the English
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writing exam as a result of students’ low scores on the 2012-2016 EOC exams in TSD 1.
The executive director of curriculum and instruction indicated that educators focused on
these writing deficiencies by looking more closely at student essays during PD and
scheduled department time. Administrators of TSD 1 collaborated with the curriculum
directors of TSD 1 and developed training for high school teachers based on the student
writing score results for the English 1 and English 2 EOC, including a PD plan, entitled
Writing Across the Curriculum (2016), held during the 2015-2016 school year, which
focused on writing instruction for teachers. The PD plan is evidence of the importance
that the district administrators have placed on writing instruction to promote student
success in writing. Writing Across the Curriculum was mandatory training for all district
teachers and teaching assistants at the start of the 2015-2016 school year. The Writing
Across the Curriculum PD program was designed to supply teachers with writing
strategies that cultivate students’ critical thinking skills across all content areas.
To further the implementation of the PD plan for Writing Across the Curriculum
(2016) the executive director of curriculum and instruction indicated that professional
learning communities (PLCs) should be scheduled every day in TSD 1 as opportunities
for teachers to discuss effective teaching strategies with their colleagues. PLCs are
planning periods within each department. Most of the PD of these planning days was
organized with writing issues in mind. Teachers participated in sessions on Writing
Across the Curriculum during the 2015-2016 school year. The executive director of
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curriculum and instruction asserted that the PD plan for the entire school district was
developed to help teachers implement effective writing strategies in their classrooms. The
writing instruction focus of the district’s PD offerings, along with the low scores students
received on the writing EOC exam, provided evidence of the importance and need to
investigate the problem of teachers’ underuse or poor implementation of EBPs for
writing.
Additional evidence showing the importance the district placed on addressing
teachers’ instructional practices concerning the writing process was found through the
administrator over the English department. The administrator over the English
department often led and planned PD agendas with the department specialist to promote
writing instruction in PLCs. The administrator mandated to the high school English
teachers that lesson plans needed to feature implementation of the writing process,
making it clear to teachers that the district administration had identified a deficiency in
writing process instruction and that the administration expected teachers to focus more on
the writing process in writing instruction. The administrator over the English department
organized and delivered specific trainings geared towards the implementation of EBPs
for writing, such as PD offered in the fall 2015 semester regarding prewriting strategies,
drafting, revising, and editing strategies. The administrator stated that despite these
trainings, teachers’ implementation of writing strategies still needed to improve. Based
on her class observations, the administrator concluded that even though teachers had
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completed PD training related to the writing process, they still struggled to help students
adopt that writing process in their own writing. The administrator’s classroom
observations, as well as the observations of other administrators, were uploaded and
saved in the school’s Eduphoria database.
Additional examples showing the district’s focus on improving writing instruction
were the various PD trainings offered to teachers archived in Eduphoria. Teachers and
administrators in TSD 1 use Eduphoria, which is a software program that keeps track of
the PD offered by the district. The data recorded in Eduphoria indicated that many
different forms of teaching the writing process evolved in the PD in TSD 1. Teachers had
the opportunity to attend PD focused on such topics as writing workshops, writing using
technology, and writing specifically for the state exams. Also, beyond the districtprovided PD, academic specialists at individual campuses in the district also designed
different types of writing PD tailored for their teachers. Perhaps in part because many
students seemed to struggle with writing each year, based on the large number of writingrelated offerings that the district provided, teaching writing strategies has been one of the
district’s priorities since the inception of the STAAR exams. The information displayed
in Table 2 shows an increase in the number of sessions offered and in the number of
participants who attended the writing training. The information in Table 2 only includes
PD offered from 2011 to 2015 by TSD 1. In 2016, the district administrators were
focused on implementing skill academies, which allowed teachers to break down state
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skills and objectives within their departments based on individual campus needs, rather
than offering additional PD in writing strategies as a district-wide initiative. In addition to
the PLC PDs included in Table 2, school administrators periodically provided additional,
informal training sessions that occurred during the department’s PLC periods.

15

Table 2

PD for Writing in TSD 1
Number of
sessions

Duration of
sessions

1

2 hours

1

Type of PD

Year

Number of
participants

Writing with
intention

2011

1

1 hour

Revisiting
writing

2011

7

2

1 hour

Write to learn

2012

42

1

1 hour

Google
read/write with
vocabulary
emphasis

2014

4

2

6 hours

Thinking Maps

2014, 2015

257

5

1 hour

Writing across
the curriculum

2015

147

The Eduphoria software is a data analysis package used by teachers and
administrators to better understand the PD issues related to writing. The
implementation of the Eduphoria software in TSD 1 allowed administrators to put
a higher focus on data, which enabled administrators to make informed decisions
about the types of PD to offer to their educators. However, there is not a software
program to explore how teachers are implementing the strategies learned in PD
into their classrooms with their students, nor is there a software program to help
stakeholders examine the teachers’ perceptions of the PD being offered, which
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were the main issues of this research study. The principal of TSD 1 and the
administrative team expressed concern that the school’s English teachers did not
seem to be implementing EBPs in their writing process instruction that had been
shared with them in district professional development. This problem led to the
development of the purpose of this study, which is to further examine teachers’
perceptions of how district and campus PD supported their skill development,
their perceived self-efficacy in designing and implementing lesson plans focused
on teaching writing strategies, and their sense of competence in incorporating
writing strategies with their students.
Evidence of the Problem From the Professional Literature
The National Assessment of Educational Progress reported that about one quarter
of eighth and 12th graders were proficient in writing according to the results of the 2011
national writing assessment (as cited in Kuczynski-Brown, 2012). Researchers from the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (2019) have determined that more data
analysis is needed to better understand the 2017 writing assessment results, which should
be released in the summer of 2020; however, preliminary data shows the percentage of
students passing the writing portion of the exam is less than 50% (National Assessment
of Educational Progress, 2019), thus providing evidence that there may be significant
room for improvement in the ways teachers are teaching writing to their students and
underscoring how important it is to understand how students are being taught writing
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skills in the classroom. A review of current writing instructional practices can help reveal
why students are struggling to write at a proficient level. Researchers explored whether
teachers are effectively teaching students writing skills. For example, researchers looked
at several national questionnaires studying student self-efficacy in writing practices and
teacher self-efficacy concerning the use of EBPs and concluded that teachers in the study
did not incorporate strong strategic approaches in their implementation of evidence-based
writing strategies in the writing classroom (Kiuhara, Graham, & Hawken, 2009; Ray,
Graham, Houston, & Harris, 2016; Ulusoy & Dedeoglu, 2011). Teachers from these
studies claimed that they did not feel prepared to teach writing despite the PD that had
been provided to them in their teaching programs or school districts. The findings
revealed that teachers sporadically applied specific teaching strategies that they had
learned from teacher trainings in their classrooms (Kiuhara et al., 2009; Ray et al., 2016;
Ulusoy & Dedeoglu, 2011). Gilbert and Graham (2010) also revealed that many teachers
do not feel properly prepared to teach writing despite the methodologies they learned in
various PD.
Though researchers indicated that important writing content needs to be taught to
students, Wolsey, Lapp, and Fisher (2012) and Behrens, Johnson, Allard, and Caroli
(2016) found that even though many teachers indicated that they perceived students’
writing skill development as an important learning outcome, the teachers did not
emphasize student writing skill development in instruction. Both sets of these researchers
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further explained that teacher expectations for student writing may not match the
expectations that students have of their own writing. Wolsey et al. compared the ideas of
teacher perceptions of teaching writing with the perceptions that students hold towards
academic writing. Behrens et al. focused on how student attitudes and assumptions
towards academic writing were often not reflective of what writing skills were needed in
the future. Both studies’ findings revealed a disconnect between teachers’ and students’
perceptions of what was deemed important in academic writing. Wolsey et al. and
Behrens et al. recommended that teachers and students have a heavy discourse about
academic writing to help bridge the gaps of misunderstanding.
Misaligned or low quality PD provides further evidence that teachers struggle in
implementing EBPs effectively (Barlow, Frick, Barker, & Phelps, 2014; Smylie, 2014).
Barlow et al. (2014) studied the variable of PD misalignment in regard to whether
teachers were influenced at a high, medium, or low level to implement PD strategies into
their classrooms. Barlow et al. found that even though PD can transform classroom
instruction when teachers receive substantial administrative support and implement ideas
with fidelity, these changes seldom occur in the classroom. Administrators were an
important factor in Smylie’s (2014) research, which revealed that teacher evaluations and
PD offered by school districts in various states are not effectively aligned. Smylie
concluded that this misalignment indicated that the strategies teachers are encouraged to
use in PD may not be reinforced when their administrators assess them. As a result,
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Smylie concluded that teachers seldom receive the intended benefits related to targeted
PD.
Also published in the professional literature regarding teachers not implementing
EBPs after attending PD is teachers’ understanding of what EBPs are (Goodwin & Webb,
2014; Herman & Mena, 2015). Goodwin and Webb (2014) found that a lack of
understanding of what constituted EBPs contributed to a lack of implementation of these
strategies in the classroom. Herman and Mena (2015) identified a resistance to change, a
rejection of data, and a poor fidelity of keeping to the original design of various EBPs as
reasons why teachers were not implementing evidence-based practices.
Dancy, Henderson, and Turpen, (2016) and Ferris (2014) explored why
instructors did not implement EBPs. Among some of their findings were that instructors
were unreliable in reporting implementation of strategies or that instructors often would
modify or were unaware of essential strategies from the EBP PD. Harward et al. (2014)
reported on the themes that they found as to why teachers did not implement EBPs; one
of the themes reported dealt with teachers not feeling comfortable in their own writing
abilities to effectively teach writing. Graham et al. (2014) and Gillespie et al. (2014)
conducted teacher questionnaires to gather data on teacher instruction in writing practices
and writing content. Teachers were also asked to reflect on how prepared they felt
teaching writing. Results of both studies indicated that teachers did not feel that their
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preservice or in-service trainings adequately prepared them to implement writing
strategies effectively.
Teacher perceptions of their self-efficacy in teaching writing are another source of
evidence in the literature that shows how teachers struggle to choose and implement
writing strategies. The teachers’ struggles with selecting and using appropriate strategies
directly shape the type of instruction teachers implement in teaching the writing process.
The teachers’ struggles to implement effective writing strategies have, in turn,
contributed to the problems with students’ writing skill development, as shown through
low test scores on the writing portions of the English 1 EOC and the English 2. Low selfefficacy in teaching writing could contribute to teachers’ weakness in writing instruction
with their students (Locke, Whitehead, & Dix, 2013) and seemed to be influencing the
types of PD offered by school district administrators. Administrators of TSD 1 identified
low teacher self-efficacy concerning writing instruction to be a problem, and they
expressed interest in finding strategies to help boost teachers’ self-efficacy in this area.
Knezek (2014) indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy is promoted by PLCs. In 2012, TSD
1 implemented a class period in the master schedule to allow teachers to have time to
participate in a PLC every day. The executive director of curriculum and instruction for
TSD 1 explained that the intent of the PLCs is for teachers to focus on data and plan
lessons, accordingly, thus promoting teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching writing. The
writing scores were of a particular interest to administrators and teachers alike and were a
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main focus of PLCs throughout the school year. Although PLCs were not the focus of
this study, the concept of PLCs was emphasized during the interviews when teachers
discussed their perceptions of self-efficacy for teaching writing. These PLCs were meant
to foster meaningful collaboration among teachers to help improve overall testing
accountability (see Graham, 2007). The goals of the PLCs in TSD 1 were to provide time
for teachers to collaborate with one another and receive PD that had been planned using
data from the analysis of EOCs for teachers to strengthen their confidence in their
instruction of the writing process. Though PLCs in the 2012 to 2016 school years in the
TSD 1 frequently focused on writing instruction strategies and on promoting data-driven
writing instruction for students, the executive director of curriculum and instruction in
TSD 1 indicated that district English teachers seldom implemented EBPs offered in PDs
or discussed in PLCs. This lack of incorporation of EBPs occurred despite research
findings that PLCs create a model of teaching and learning. The focus of PLCs should
incorporate EBPs and are designed to promote data-driven instruction for students that is
meant to boost confidence and morale (Graham, 2007).
Multiple researchers indicated the need for educators to implement specific
writing strategies in the classroom and for teachers to receive better preparation on how
to teach writing (Amicucci, 2011; Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Boone et al.,
2012; Chong & Kong, 2012; Fitzgerald, 2013; Jones, Jones, & Murk, 2012; Lan, Hung,
& Hsu, 2011). Researchers also called for educators to be reflective about the
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relationships that they have with their students to promote student efficacy (Gilbert &
Graham, 2010; Kiuhara et al., 2009). Learning more about teachers’ perceptions and
experiences related to PD related to EBPs in writing instructional strategies could result
in the forming of targeted PD focused on areas and skills in writing instruction in which
teachers need additional support. Knezek (2014), founder and chief education officer of
Lead4Ward, stated in a PD conference that it is necessary for students to learn to write
expository and persuasive essays to be successful in college and in their careers. Knezek
argued that the advent of the new English EOC influenced the Texas Education Agency
to elevate the rigor of the test and increased the need for students to apply critical
thinking skills. The writing process for any mode of essay involves prewriting, drafting,
revising, and editing (Young, 2013). This writing process does not change at the
collegiate levels or in everyday writing situations; therefore, for students to develop
strong writing skills, they must become proficient in implementing the writing process.
In order for students to become proficient in implementing the writing process,
teachers need the proper tools as well as the knowledge and skills to use them
(Knezek, 2014). Educators in TSD 1 were encouraged to reflect and collaborate
regarding their writing instruction and student-teacher relationships by participating
in a daily PLC in which teachers were expected to use available data and adjust
instruction based on those data. According to a campus improvement plan at the study
site, English teachers, administration, students, and parents of TSD 1 indicated that

23

they saw the low writing scores as a problem that needed to be addressed. There was
a need to conduct this descriptive case study to explore teachers’ perceptions and
experiences concerning PD and self-efficacy in the instruction of the writing process
and writing skills of students in TSD 1. Because most students in the local setting
continue to score below grade level on the writing test, even with the district’s PD
focus on teaching the writing process, it was important to consider teachers’ PD
experiences related to the implementation of what was learned in teaching writing in
the context of PD and other district initiatives, such as PLCs. Because of this concern,
the purpose of this study was to explore teachers’ perceptions of how district and
campus PD supported their skill development, their perceived self-efficacy in
designing and implementing lesson plans focused on teaching writing strategies, and
their sense of competence in implementing writing strategies in the classroom.
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Definition of Terms
Below are some terms and definitions associated with writing instruction as they
related to this study.
Drafting: Drafting is the process of writing. Drafting occurs in any mode of
writing (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008). Drafting occurs when the writer begins to
connect ideas in an organized way. Several rough drafts are usually produced during the
writing process working towards the final draft, which is the draft that the instructor
usually accepts as the draft to grade.
Editing: Editing in the classroom provides students the opportunity to produce an
essay with clarity, coherence, and meaning (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008, p. 159).
Active editing practice usually involves color-coding and bracketing of sentences to have
students focus on punctuation and capitalization. Correcting spelling and idiomatic
expressions are skills usually taught to students during the editing process.
Prewriting: Prewriting involves any activity that stimulates ideas (ArmstrongCarroll & Wilson, 2008, p. 4). Activities considered to be prewriting in TSD 1 are zero
drafts, thinking maps or other concept maps, free writing, completion of journal entries,
and various graphic organizers such as T-Charts.
Revising: Revising deals with sentence level changes (Armstrong-Carroll &
Wilson, 2008, p. 117). Revision encompasses a review of ideas, words, phrases, and
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sentence structures. Stylistic choices that the writer chooses to include are also revised for
during this stage of the writing process.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it enabled me to explore teachers’ perceptions
concerning the different aspects of writing support that they were receiving and of the
resulting strategies and approaches they implemented with high school students. Learning
more about teachers’ perceptions and experiences related to PD writing instructional
strategies resulted in the forming of targeted PD focused on areas and skills in writing
instruction in which teachers need additional support.
In order for students to become proficient in implementing the writing process,
teachers need the proper tools, as well as the knowledge and skills to use them, to teach
the writing process effectively. Caswell (2011) concluded that teachers’ perceptions of
effective practices may impact how teachers teach, which influences how students learn
and further influences how students learn targeted writing skills. The data collected in
this study revealed areas of writing instruction where additional or targeted PD is needed.
Torrance, Fidalgo, and Robledo (2015) explored whether sixth grade writers need
strategy-focused writing instruction to develop more effective writing skills. In their
study, they found that students who were taught writing strategies improved their writing
more so than students who were allowed to only produce a writing product. Analyzing
teachers’ perceptions related to the implementation of EBPs as discussed in writing-based
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PD and in other school district initiatives and supports could lead to the development of
more effective implementation of PD and PLCs, which could in turn yield writing
instruction that more effectively incorporates EBPs and contributes to student learning in
the local setting.
This study is significant based on the need for student writing improvements, as
evidenced by the large percentage of low English EOC scores in the district; it is possible
that students’ high failure rates on the English EOC exams indicated that teachers need
additional training in the use of EBPs for writing instruction. By conducting this study, I
provided teachers with the opportunity to discuss collaboratively what they believe are
effective writing strategies that should be offered in PD. By reflecting on why students
are not learning writing skills during the interview process, teachers may improve their
instructional practices of the writing process, which may in turn benefit students who are
not mastering writing skills at TSD 1. The possibility of having teachers and students
improve their skills is a benefit that is tangential to the primary intended benefit of the
study, which was to collect and analyze data that may lead to the development of PD
sessions in TSD 1 focusing on the strategies and ideas needed to meet teachers’ writingfocused instructional needs more effectively. Students may benefit from the findings of
this study, effecting positive social change in that they may be better prepared for writing
tasks necessary for colleges and necessary for their future careers.
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Research Questions
The guiding questions were designed to clarify how teachers perceived the role of
PD in the use of the writing process and how teachers viewed their self-efficacy in the
implementation of EBPs at TSD 1. Exploring teachers’ perceptions concerning these
topics provided more information that focused on teaching the writing process and of the
teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy concerning implementing EBPs, specifically,
in writing instruction. As a result of those initial guiding questions, I focused on
addressing the following research questions (RQs):
RQ1. How do teachers perceive district and campus PD has supported their skill
development and promoted their perceived competence relating to designing
and implementing EBPs in writing instruction?
RQ2. How do teachers perceive their own ability and success in incorporating
EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction?
RQ3. How do teachers perceive their competence and confidence in the
implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning and practice of writing
instruction?
Review of the Literature
Conceptual Framework
The study was grounded in Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, a theory in which
Bandura (1977) postulated that a person’s efficacy expectation “is the conviction that one
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can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome” (p. 193).
Bandura (1977) also explained in his self-efficacy theory how people would be more
effective and willing to master concepts if people’s expectations of mastery are already
positive. Expanding his own self-efficacy theory, Bandura (1986) explained how people
do not react primarily to their environment or to inner desires, but rather people can
organize themselves, be cognitively proactive, be self-reflective, and regulate themselves
when facing adaptation or change. Using Bandura’s self-efficacy theory allowed me to
approach my research participants on a level, cognitive field despite what environmental
factors may have contributed to each teacher’s individual experiences regarding PD or
implementation of EBPs with their students.
Databases
I researched in the following databases: ProQuest, ERIC, JSTOR, Google
Scholar, and Ebscohost. Within these databases, I used terms such as perceptions,
writing, writing process, professional development, teacher efficacy, teacher preparation,
and student writing. I determined that I found all relevant studies because I conducted a
unique case study regarding the exploration of high school English teachers’ perceptions
of what they feel is effective PD in teaching the writing process and implementing EBPs
to high school students. Saturation was reached because I described all relevant studies of
the last 5 years regarding teachers’ perceptions of PD in teaching writing to high school
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students as well as other studies within the realm of reflective teaching practices, transfer
research, writing practices, and teacher efficacy.
Metacognitive Practices
Amicucci (2011), Carr (2013), and Caswell (2011) studied the importance of
metacognition in the writing process. Amicucci studied theoretical frameworks of
reflective writing practices and then implemented action research within his own writing
course. Carr and Caswell reviewed literature and created theories surrounding the idea of
failure, specifically for Carr, and the idea of emotion, specifically for Caswell, within
compositional studies and pedagogy. Carr found that failure is a necessary part of
scholarship and, more specifically, of compositional creation. Carr’s argument is that
writers should embrace failure as part of the writing process—a way to look at one’s lack
of accomplishments to help one become accomplished. Caswell, on the other hand,
looked at the emotional pull that writing assessment has on teachers and how that
emotional pull can have a major effect on the success or failure of students. Caswell
argued that teachers should chart their emotions when assessing writing as a reflective
practice that will be beneficial to students. Similarly, Wolsey et al. (2012) found that
when teachers and students discuss their expectations and misconceptions concerning
writing, teachers can convey writing process instruction more effectively to students.
McCracken and Ortiz (2013) also studied metacognition in the writing process.
The researchers compiled data from questionnaires and end-of-the-year student
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reflections to understand student perceptions about writing courses (McCracken & Ortiz,
2013). McCracken and Ortiz found that students were able to improve their low selfesteem towards writing when they purposefully thought about how they learned to write.
The authors noted that one particular student-participant, for example, realized that
writing was a process, not just a task; the student reached this conclusion through his
reflective journal writing for the class (McCracken & Ortiz, 2013). The reflective process
of writing may be a skill that teachers of TSD 1 were struggling to implement during the
writing process. The reflective process occurs after the publication stage when students
are asked to think about their final writing products. McCracken and Ortiz attempted to
explain the emotional factors that play into student writing and whether the student feels
successful or unsuccessful in completing the writing process.
Transfer Research
Emotional factors are not the only ideas to consider when gaging whether students
are successful or unsuccessful in completing the writing process. Advocates of transfer
research argued that the perceptions of teachers in teaching their students to successfully
write is indeed reflected in student work, and researchers must explore whether the skills
being taught are being transferred and used when students are asked to write in any
setting. Researchers such as Boone et al. (2012), Fitzgerald (2013), and Wardle and
Downs (2013) framed their studies using transfer research to help understand how
teachers teach writing and how students learn to transfer their writing from subject to
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subject and within social contexts. Students are most likely to experience writing success
when the writing skills they acquire are emphasized in other areas and subjects of
learning (Boone et al., 2012; Fitzgerald, 2013; Wardle & Downs, 2013).
Boone et al. (2012) articulated less about student transfer but instead discussed
how to ensure that the ideas and strategies teachers learn throughout their PD get
transferred to the classroom. Their study related specifically to the development of a
university’s writing program for incoming freshmen students of the Dartmouth Institute
for Writing and Rhetoric (Boone et al., 2012). Boone et al. concluded that to foster
transfer school districts or PD programs need to institute four stages:
•

Include faculty with strong relationships with other faculty in the planning
stages,

•

Use smaller teams to coordinate and implement activities,

•

Aim to have every stage resemble PD, and

•

Maintain resources to review the implementation of the PD or of the program.

Boone et al. concluded that communities of teachers who purposefully design PD with
the idea of transfer in mind are more likely to be successful with the implementation of
the ideas of that PD within their classrooms. Transfer research, as it relates to PD,
allowed me to discuss with teachers whether the above stages of effective PD were
characteristic of the writing PD offered at TSD 1.
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Fitzgerald (2013) focused more on the current research regarding the process of
transfer of reading and writing skills that students are taught based on the conceptions
held by the instructors who are teaching the writing skills, rather than on the training of
teachers and the transfer of teachers’ knowledge and skills to the classroom. Fitzgerald
argued that instructors need to understand the theoretical contexts of where their practices
come from so that they can help students to better understand the reasoning behind
learning certain strategies specific to writing. Fitzgerald further asserted that writing is a
reciprocal process, as well as a social one. The reciprocity that Fitzgerald highlighted
further supports the idea that the writing process is a reciprocal process and can aid
students in learning to transfer writing skills to various educational pursuits. Fitzgerald
concluded that teachers of writing can teach writing skills explicitly, and students who
understand the reciprocal process of writing would indeed feel that learning had actually
occurred successfully.
Wardle and Downs (2013) also conducted a study related to transfer research in
which they examined the results of students taking courses that reinforced the idea of
reflective writing about writing. Wardle and Downs’s findings pointed towards creating a
reflective writing environment through the use of social contexts such as writing
workshops and partner work in revising and editing strategies to aid the transfer of those
writing skills. Writing workshops were discussed earlier in the literature review as an
effective teaching strategy of the writing process. Wardle and Downs’s transfer research

33

further supported the idea that providing reflective and social environments for students
is good practice that should be implemented in the high school writing classroom. The
teachers in TSD 1 have been provided with these teaching concepts in proffered district
and campus PD; therefore, transfer research was a concept that aided me in my analysis
of teacher lesson plans when I gathered archival data for my study.
Writing Workshops
Armstrong-Carroll (2008) and Atwell (1998, 2002) examined the use of writing
workshops to promote a recursive writing process. Teachers following the writing
workshop process direct students to complete the writing process and publish for
authentic audiences. For example, students using the writing workshop process may be
required to submit their final writing products to magazines, writing websites, blogs, or
class writing anthologies (Armstrong-Carroll, 2008). Armstrong-Carroll asserted that
when students write for authentic audiences, they are more likely to fully understand the
significance of revising and editing—an important part of the recursive nature of the
writing process. Armstrong-Carroll claimed that the writing process is nurtured more
fully in the implementation of the writing workshop, which is also a practice in social
awareness of one’s writing because students continuously engage in peer feedback with
one another in efforts towards improving their writing. Atwell also supported the use of
the writing workshop to teach students the process of writing. Teachers of TSD 1
completed PD intended to aid them to implement writing workshops and to assist
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students in developing the writing process. The writing workshop is a teaching strategy
that allows students to practice more authentic writing because the teacher guides
students to share their writing products with one another for the benefits of immediate
and genuine feedback from peers (Armstrong-Carroll, 2008).
Kaiser (2013) asserted that when the administration and teachers allocate time and
resources appropriately, a writer’s workshop is a significant factor in helping teachers
scaffold and model the writing process to students. One of the suggestions specified in
Kaiser’s work in the area of PD is to prepare instructors to implement minilessons, which
are part of the lesson cycle of a writer’s workshop. In Kaiser’s study, the teachers
indicated that they believed they needed more PD to teach the writing process effectively.
Similarly, Miller, Berg, and Cox (2016) also explored teacher perceptions concerning the
use of a writer’s workshop in the classroom. The researchers found that teachers who
employed the strategies of writer’s workshops with their students had students who
performed more confidently than the teachers who were solely preparing students to
perform well on the state writing prompts (Miller et al., 2016). The use of the writing
process and targeted strategies from the writer’s workshop allowed the teachers in Miller
et al.’s research to feel successful when preparing their students to write.
Writing Practices and Teacher Efficacy
Gilbert and Graham (2010) and Kiuhara et al. (2009) gathered data via teacher
questionnaires on teacher writing practices and on the writing content teachers included
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in their teaching. In both studies teachers were asked to reflect on how prepared they felt
teaching writing. Researchers Gilbert and Graham found some concerning themes in their
questionnaires regarding the quality of elementary and high school writing instruction.
For example, about two-thirds of the elementary teachers surveyed only taught writing
for 15 minutes a day or less students spent little time practicing writing beyond a
paragraph or two, nor did these teachers regularly use EBPs with their students (Gilbert
& Graham, 2010). Even though my research study was primarily concerned with high
school students, research of writing practices in the primary grades suggested similar
writing strategies were also used in the secondary grade levels. Furthermore, middle and
high school students were also found not to engage often in writing multi-paragraph
assignments, and secondary teachers, although more likely than elementary teachers to
use EBPs, they do not use them frequently in the classroom (Gilbert & Graham, 2010).
This finding may help explain the poor writing skills of students in TSD 1 if teachers
were also not frequently using EBPs in the classroom.
Like Gilbert and Graham (2010), Kiuhara et al. (2009) also conducted a teaching
survey and found more than half of the participants did not assign multi-paragraph
writing assignments monthly and teachers also did not regularly use EBPs with their
students. Lack of writing opportunities may explain poor writing skills as evidenced by
low writing scores in TSD 1. Also, teachers not using EBPs with their students may have
different perceptions of effectiveness when teaching writing to their students. Kiuhara et
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al. also found that the more efficacious the teacher feels the more likely they will use
EBPs and be successful in teaching students and in students learning. On the other hand,
Ulusoy and Dedeoglu (2011) reported that many content teachers believe that they are
responsible for teaching students to write but that the content teachers do not dedicate
enough time in class to writing activities for their students (Ulusoy & Dedeoglu, 2011).
The reason argued by Ulusoy and Dedeoglu as to why the content teachers do not spend
much time on writing activities is that the content teachers did not feel prepared by their
college-teaching courses nor by their school districts to teach reading or writing. One of
the main research questions in my study dealt with the topic of teachers’ perceptions of
competence and preparation by district and campus PD; thus, the study may reveal more
information about the connection between teachers’ level of preparation and self-efficacy
for teaching writing.
Researchers posited that teachers’ self-efficacy concerning writing instruction is
low could be because there are various writing strategies teachers must contend with in
the classroom, which maintains the significance of using Bandura’s self-efficacy theory
as my research framework. Jones et al. (2012), Lan et al. (2011), and Newell, Beach,
Smith, and VanDerHeide (2011) focused on researching various writing strategies such
as collaborative writing strategies, guided writing strategies, and argumentative writing
strategies that seem to be effective in teaching the writing process. Jones et al. examined
the importance of collaborative writing strategies citing that writing is a social action
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much like the skills of listening, speaking, and reading are social. Lan et al. investigated
teaching writing using a web-based guided approach. In order to promote positive writing
attitudes in students (Lan et al., 2011, p. 161), the authors recommended that teachers use
media rich strategies. The research of Newell et al. encompassed ideas previously
mentioned but examined teaching writing through the framework of argumentative
practices. Argumentative practices encompass a debate-like scenario wherein teachers
offer literary criticism for the purpose of stimulating student writing (Newell et al., 2011).
Topics highlighted in the research literature such as collaborative writing strategies,
guided writing strategies, and argumentative writing strategies helped me, as the
researcher, to better understand which strategies teachers of TSD 1 used in the classroom.
I was also better informed when my participants discussed effective writing strategies
during the interview process.
Teacher feedback is another practice that, if positive in its message, promotes the
student writing process (Bardine, 1999). Gaining a stronger understanding of research in
this area helped me to understand what writing strategies teachers of TSD 1 may have
been familiar with and prepared to discuss in the interview. Positive teacher feedback was
a significant motivating factor for students to want to improve their writing versus just
getting feedback concerning the errors they made within their writing assignments
(Bardine, 1999). Furthermore, the teacher feedback needed to be specific and detailed to
be an effective teaching practice (Bardine, 1999). Teacher feedback was one teaching

38

strategy used in the teaching of writing in TSD 1, and another teaching practice was the
utilization of sketch books in the classroom. Teachers allowed and encouraged their
students to doodle and draw in their sketchbooks to illicit brainstorming and prewriting
ideas for their writing assignments (Leigh, 2012). Bardine (1999) found that sketchbooks
encourage students to visualize ideas for writing and improve communication skills (p.
547). Teachers of TSD 1 have been given training in these various writing strategies and
understanding these strategies as part of their teaching toolkit, helped me better
understand the teachers’ perceptions regarding their instruction of writing.
Providing students with opportunities to write in a variety of purposes and in a
variety of genres is another effective teaching practice as discussed in the work of
Whitney, Ridgeman, and Masquelier (2011). These researchers contended students need
to be introduced to several genres in which students write for authentic purposes to
improve as writers (Whitney et al., 2011, p. 526). For example, the researchers observed
teachers taking their students on a nature walk through an ecological forest after studying
the genre of nature writing in poetry, short stories, and fantasies (Whitney et al., p. 527).
Whitney et al. found that instructing students in a variety of genre writing enabled
students to improve their writing skills because they had a better understanding of the
purpose behind the writing tasks. By analyzing teacher lesson plans as a data source, I
was able to identify how teachers incorporated instruction focused on genre writing.
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Professional Development
Several researchers focused on the impact that PD has on teachers’ attitudes and
practices. Researcher Kells (2012) and the author of What Works Clearinghouse (2012)
conducted studies related to training teachers to teach the writing process. In these
studies, the authors completed profile reviews of specific writing composition programs
and assessed the effectiveness of those programs in teaching the writing process. Kells
focused on the effectiveness of a writing program designed with the diverse teacher and
the diverse student in mind. Kells observed, however, bureaucratic interference stymied
many programs that could have been effective, so the community of various educational
stakeholders is needed to ensure culturally relevant writing and literacy programs (p. 10).
The organization known as What Works Clearinghouse looked at different professional
training programs that brought counselors and teachers together through rigorous training
to help students be successful learners and writers (p. 1). Teachers feel more prepared by
the various PD offered by the district administrators when the teachers’ perceptions and
patterns of the PD being studied are positive (Kiuhara et al., 2009). The relationship
between the perceptions of writing teachers in TSD 1 and the quality of PD offered
throughout the district and campus was an issue emphasized and explored through the
data collection in this study.
Chong and Kong (2012) and Bifuh-Ambe (2013) also conducted research related
to the effect of PD for teachers, focusing on the relationship between teachers completing
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PD training and its relationship to teacher efficacy. Chong and Kong argued high student
achievement is linked to teacher efficacy, and further postulated high teacher efficacy can
be developed by collaborative PD. The authors argued successful PD needs to be
“intensive, ongoing and connected to practice, focused on specific subject content, and
needed to foster strong working relationships among teachers” (Chong, & Kong, 2012, p.
263). Bifuh-Ambe examined PD as a means to an end of determining whether writing
teachers would feel confident in teaching writing skills to their students after being
prepared by targeted PD. Bifuh-Ambe looked at 10-weeks of data of EBP PD offered to
writing teachers to explore the teachers’ perceptions about themselves as writers and as
writing instructors to their students. Bifuh-Ambe concluded teachers in the study believed
they must have confidence in their own abilities to teach writing to be successful writing
instructors. Further, Bifuh-Ambe concluded through the use of targeted PD, teachers
might improve how they feel about their abilities to teach writing to their students.
Emergent Themes
The themes found within the literature review helped me to focus on what was
known about my study’s research questions. When interviewing the teacher participants
in this study, I encouraged them to self-examine the writing practices they used in the
classroom and that they felt were the most effective for students. Using this interviewing
strategy allowed me to effectively analyze the data I collected within the conceptual
framework of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. Self-reflection allowed the teacher
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participants to be cognitively comfortable in answering questions in which they were able
to formulate their responses concerning what they felt were the most effective writing
practices (Bandura, 1986). The next theme that emerged during the literature review was
the idea of transfer research and how teachers transfer the skills they learn in PD into
their classroom writing instruction. The idea of transfer research helped me to understand
the question I had about PD because my participants were asked to focus on the PD they
had received and whether that PD, or other administrative supports, had supported their
learning and teaching of writing. I was also interested in finding which writing strategies
teachers included in their lesson plans to support the writing skills of students and in
learning about any other factors that seemed to contribute to how teachers designed
lesson plans for writing instruction. The final portion of the literature review focused on
different parameters and techniques teachers of writing used in their instruction. The
main theme I saw emerge from the collection of articles concerning the techniques
teachers were using to teach the writing process was a theme of willingness, on the
teachers’ parts, to try out new writing techniques in the implementation environment of
their school classrooms.
Implications
Completing the literature review helped me to frame my study more tightly in
alignment with addressing the research questions I posed and within the conceptual
framework of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. Based on the anticipated findings of the
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data collection and analysis of teacher interviews and archival data, the possible
implications of the data collection and analysis provided insight into how English
teachers believe PD developers prepared them to teach student-writing skills in TSD 1.
Looking at teacher lesson plans and analyzing archived PD of the previous school years
also provided more information on how the choices the teachers made when
implementing writing strategies may have influenced students’ learning and
performances on the English EOCs.
After conducting the study and analyzing the data, designing PD, to promote
teacher reflection, emerged as a means of supporting teacher progress in writing
instruction. Two points of emphasis of the strategies in the PD design included exploring
how to include EBPs in teachers’ lesson plans and how to implement those strategies in
the classroom.
Summary
Current state data collected from the English 1 and English 2 EOC exams
indicated students are not developing grade level writing skills, as evidenced by the high
percentage of students who did not pass the state test. These low scores may indicate
teachers are not teaching writing skills effectively using EBPs. Students’ EOC writing
exam results also demonstrated there is a gap in practice between the teaching and
learning process of writing instruction. In addition, students’ struggles in writing suggest
there are gaps in the content and strategies addressed in the writing PD, which are
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provided to support improvement of teacher knowledge and skills that is meant to help
students develop writing skills and perform at the proficient level on the state writing
assessment.
Over 50% of students in TSD 1 who completed English 1and English 2 were not
writing at grade level, as determined by their EOC scores. Effectively teaching the
writing process was a research topic of interest to many researchers (Amicucci, 2011;
Armstrong-Carroll, & Wilson, 2008). A more in-depth look at the exploration of
methodology in addressing the local gap of practice in the writing skills of students in
TSD 1 is provided in Section 2. In sections 3 and 4, the resulting project and its strengths
and limitations are described.
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Section 2: The Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this descriptive qualitative case study was to facilitate the
exploration of teachers’ perceptions of PD focused on teaching the writing process and of
the teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy concerning implementing EBPs in writing
instruction. This descriptive qualitative case study was conducted to better understand
how those perceptions worked within the conceptual framework of Bandura’s selfefficacy theory. I used the descriptive case study design to investigate teachers’
perceptions about what prepared them to teach writing, such as the district PD they
received, and to explore how teachers decided to implement writing strategies in the
school classroom. Teachers’ perceptions of effective writing practices were more deeply
understood as a result of this descriptive case study.
The purpose of studying the perceptions of teachers was to better understand their
perception of how district and campus PD supported their skill development, their
perceived self-efficacy in designing and implementing lesson plans focused on teaching
writing strategies, and their sense of competence related to the implementation of writing
strategies in the classroom. In order to understand how and why teachers implemented
specific writing strategies to teach the writing process, I focused on the following RQs:
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RQ1. How do teachers perceive district and campus PD has supported their skill
development and promoted their perceived competence relating to designing
and implementing EBPs in writing instruction?
RQ2. How do teachers perceive their own ability and success in incorporating
EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction?
RQ3. How do teachers perceive their competence and confidence in the
implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning and practice of writing
instruction?
Section 2 of this research study is a discussion concerning the methodology used
in addressing the research questions posed in Section 1. I conducted a descriptive
qualitative case study focused on teacher interviews of six high school English teachers
in TSD 1. The teacher interviews helped me determine how and why teachers
implemented specific writing strategies in their classrooms and also helped me determine
the design and delivery of writing PD, or other administrative supports, teachers preferred
to support their learning. Furthermore, the interviews revealed how teachers felt about
their skills and PD experiences in teaching writing. According to Bandura’s (1986) selfefficacy theory, providing teachers with the opportunity to discuss their own experiences
and feelings about their own skill level allows them to feel comfortable cognitively
because they are allowed to formulate and monitor their responses to the interview
questions. Teacher interviews and archival data, such as lesson plans, were used to collect
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data. By using these various data, research was developed that is credible and accurate
(see Creswell, 2012).
Continuing the discussion in Section 2, I delve into the sampling procedures, data
collection, and data analysis I used for this research study. The descriptive qualitative
case study approach allowed me to obtain data that helped to describe the perceptions of
high school English writing teachers regarding PD concerned with the writing process
and teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy in the implementation of EBPs as it
related to the writing instruction at TSD 1.
Qualitative Research Design and Approach
One goal of this research study was to gain a stronger understanding of teachers’
perceptions of district and campus PD as they related to teachers’ competency in the
implementation of EBPs in writing instruction. In addition, the results of the study
provided more information about how teachers expressed their ability and success in
incorporating EBPs and how teachers demonstrated these skills through lesson plan
development. In order to address these issues fully, it was necessary to focus on teachers’
perceived competence in implementing writing strategies and designing lesson plans,
teachers’ perceptions regarding PD support and effectiveness, the EBPs teachers in the
local setting used when teaching writing, and archival data of lesson plans showing how
teachers incorporated the writing process. All of these issues provided information about
what factors contributed to teachers’ perceptions of PD and their self-efficacy in
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implementing EBPs. These issues were explored through open-ended questions to further
support the qualitative nature of the study and were further supported by the conceptual
framework of this study as grounded in Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory.
The descriptive qualitative case study was the most logical choice of methodology
for this research study because I was able to use multiple data points throughout the case
study such as teacher interviews and analysis of artifacts of teacher lesson plans and PD
trainings. The goal of using the descriptive design of a case study was to better
understand the complexities of the patterns of perceptions my participants exhibited. The
descriptive case study design focused on a small group of English teachers and used
teacher interviews and analysis of up to five lesson plans from each participating teacher,
which focused on teaching the writing process. A case study is a research design used to
gain an in-depth understanding of "one setting, or a single subject, a single depository of
documents, or one particular event" (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 59). All 10 of the high
school English teachers who teach or who have taught at the TSD 1 high school were
invited to participate in this research study to align with the descriptive qualitative case
study design, and six elected to participate.
The qualitative case study was more suitable for this study than other qualitative
approaches such as ethnography or phenomenology because the case study allowed me to
be an observer, rather than a participant (see Merriam, 2009). Because I did not have
long-term access to participants, nor were the participants considered a culture-sharing
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group, meaning, “having shared behaviors, beliefs, and language” (see Creswell, 2012, p.
469), ethnography design was not appropriate. The plan for conducting the descriptive
case study was no more than a school semester, which was a defined space and timeframe
(see Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 26) and was realistic for my purposes.
A phenomenological design is a broad approach where the researcher seeks to
understand a human condition (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007), which was not an appropriate
design because I did not seek to understand the reasons behind teachers’ perceptions
related to writing strategies they deemed the most effective in teaching the writing
process to students. A phenomenological design would have required me to be more
familiar with the nuances (see Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010) of being a teacher in
TSD 1 so I could better investigate and come up with my own perceptions of how writing
was taught, which was not my objective for this project.
I did not use grounded theory because I was not trying to explain the actions of
people to develop a theory based upon systematic data collection and analysis. Instead, I
explored the perceptions of teachers when it came to teaching writing skills, and I tried to
understand the nature of how and why teachers chose specific EBPs learned in PD to
teach writing to their students (see Merriam, 2009).
A descriptive qualitative case study was the most appropriate research design for
this project because my analysis of other methods revealed I would not obtain the same
amount of depth in understanding the participants’ beliefs, thoughts, and feelings
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concerning the PD offered and teaching of the writing process. According to Creswell
(2012), a bounded system—such as a case study for example—allows the researcher to
explore a central phenomenon. Further analysis of teacher interviews and archival data
such as the teachers’ lesson plans allowed me to expose any issues found within the
perceptions of the teachers. In conclusion, a descriptive qualitative case study design
aligned with this research study.
Participants
Criteria
According to Lodico et al. (2010), “Qualitative researchers select their
participants based on their characteristics and knowledge as they relate to the questions
being investigated…they have little interest in generalizing the results beyond the
participants in the study” (p. 140). Therefore, to ensure the participants could provide
data related to the study’s purpose, the criteria for participant selection related to the
teachers’ content area teaching experiences and their experiences within the local school
setting. Specifically, criteria for selecting the participants were as follows: (a) participants
must have been currently teaching high school level English in the district or have
previously taught high school level English in the district, (b) participants must have
attended at least one writing PD session, and (c) participants were among the first 10 to
12 eligible participants who elected to participate. Requiring that each participant taught
high school level English in the district focused the research around the research site and
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at the secondary level and also allowed participants who were either new to the district or
had left the district to participate. The requirement of ensuring participants had attended
at least one writing PD session addressed that participants had received training from the
district, which aligned with the research PD portion of the research question.
Number of Participants
There were 10 English teachers at the high school campus who had taught either
English 1 or English 2 at some point in their teaching careers, and each of those teachers
had taught at TSD 1 during the 2014 – 15 through 2016 - 17 school years. Therefore,
those 10 teachers were invited to participate in the study. However, only 6 of the 10
teachers who fit the criteria for this study chose to participate. The level of inquiry per
participant was in depth because of the small sample size. This sample was appropriate
for the study because this is the school district from which the research problem arose
and working with these participants aligned with the research problem. The six
participants who volunteered provided a convenience sample, which allowed me to select
willing and available participants for my study (see Creswell, 2012). Creswell (2012)
suggested a small number of participants for case studies are desirable for the researcher
so the project does not become too unwieldy. Additionally, Guest, Bunce, and Johnson
(2006) demonstrated a small participant size could yield reliable data. In this study, Guest
et al. interviewed 60 participants but found over 90% of emerging codes were developed
after just six interviews. The authors concluded if the population being interviewed were
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highly homogenous, “a sample of six interviews may [be] sufficient to enable
development of meaningful themes and useful interpretations” (Guest et al., 2006, p. 78).
Interviewing these participants and collecting other archival data related to their lesson
planning and PD experiences yielded a rich amount of data, which allowed me to obtain
numerous perspectives related to the study in a manner that allowed for efficient analysis
(see Creswell, 2012).
Access to Participants
In order to work with teacher participants, I initially completed the access process
in the district. First, I solicited approval from the executive director of curriculum and
instruction of TSD 1 to gain access to collect research data for this study, which was
entitled Letter of Cooperation from Research Partner. Approval was given from the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) from Walden University on August 6, 2018, which
assigned me the approval number: 08-06-18-0337293. Once approval had been granted
from the university, I emailed an invitation to eligible participants to participate in the
research study using my personal email account and their school email accounts, which
was found on the TSD 1 school website. I distributed the invitation to participate letter by
sending it through the school email to all writing teachers listed at the target site. To help
potential participants understand the study was a voluntary opportunity, I sent a followup email to participants on their personal email accounts to explain participants’ rights,
confidentiality, the purpose of the informed consent form, and the participant’s protection
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from harm. Participants then received, reviewed, and returned a consent form.
Participants’ willingness to participate in the study was indicated by emailing me the
words “I consent”. Participants had 1-week to review and return this form.
Then, after 1-week, I again emailed each participant to schedule a time, date, and
location to conduct the face-to-face interview. A follow-up email was also sent. The
interview protocol checklist form was emailed to participants after receiving their
scheduled days. Once consent had been obtained, I emailed a letter to the participants
explaining the review of the final study. Participants were given the option to turn all
documents in to me or to have me to pick up the documents from them.
Researcher-Participant Relationship
It was important to develop a strong researcher-participant relationship so
participants felt safe and comfortable in sharing their perceptions and beliefs with me
during all facets of the research study. To promote an effective researcher-participant
relationship, I aimed to build this trust among each participant throughout my dealings
with him or her. Both Merriam (2009) and Bogdan and Biklen (2007) emphasized the
importance of the interviewer establishing a strong rapport with each participant. In order
to develop this rapport with the study’s participants, I introduced the topic of the project
study and my involvement with the study. I then presented a brief biographical
introduction about myself as the researcher of this study. I reminded participants about
the confidentiality of the interview and their identifying information would be
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safeguarded. These steps helped encourage participants to feel comfortable speaking
candidly during the interview. Finally, I reiterated to the teacher participants their
participation was voluntary and they could withdraw from the study at any point during
the study.
To ensure the participants in my study felt safe and comfortable to share their
perceptions and opinions with me before, during, and after the interview process, I
worked to provide a trusting relationship with them. One such way I built a relationship
of trust with my participants was by being a good listener. Merriam (2009) asserted
research participants enjoy talking to good listeners who are interested in hearing about
their expertise. Another way I established trust was to obtain approval to conduct my
research study in TSD 1 and with Walden University’s IRB. The IRB maintained
rigorous standards to help ensure I was prepared to establish and maintain a strong
working relationship with the study’s participants.
Participants were also informed of the process of the study through the initial
invitation to participate letter to help them understand their role in the study, and this
information was reviewed, once consent was obtained, during the face-to-face interviews.
The invitation to participate letter outlined the participants’ responsibilities related to the
study as well as the study’s purpose and data collection procedures. The invitation letter
and consent form also highlighted the voluntary nature of the study and the risks and
benefits of being in the study. Participants’ confidentiality rights were also explained.
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Once approval had been gained from the executive director of curriculum and instruction
for the school district, participants received the invitation letter and consent form via
email. TSD 1 does not have formal written protocols for distribution of these participant
forms, so participants received the email of the documents from me. One such document,
for example, was the consent form in which participants also filled out their basic
information such as contact information, demographics, highest level of education, years
of high school teaching experience and the grade levels taught. This form was returned
via email.
Once the initial participant forms had been collected, I emailed each participant to
set up a face-to-face interview. Date, time, and specific location were scheduled for the
face-to-face interview. In the email to schedule an interview, I also asked participants to
send me a selection of lesson plans with a writing focus before the scheduled interview. I
informed participants the interview would be recorded for accuracy of transcription at a
later date.
Protection of Participants
Ethical protection of participants was ensured through the step-by-step process as
described in the previous section. Participation in the study was strictly voluntary.
Several emails were sent out to the participants reminding them of the voluntary nature of
the study and to remind them that their confidentiality as participants of the study would
be maintained. A further level of confidentiality for all participants was adopted in the
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use of pseudonyms to protect participants’ identities in the interviews and in the final
reporting of the study.
I received a certificate from The National Institutes of Health (NIH) Office of
Extramural Research during my course of studies with Walden University. This study
had a low risk level to participants because they were adults who never worked under my
supervision. I was an employee of TSD 1 for two school years but am no longer
employed with TSD 1. However, my former work experience with TSD 1 allowed me
adequate time to better understand the inner-workings of the school district and high
school campus without clouding my judgment as a researcher and outsider of the district.
To further protect participants, I have kept any paper-based or electronic data, such as
emails, transcribed interviews, and typed notes stored in a locked location at my home
and use password protected files on my home computer, and will continue to do so, for
five years, which is the protocol of Walden University.
At the administrative level, I met with the high school principal to outline the
timeframe for participant interviews. I also reiterated the voluntary nature of the study,
the purpose of the study, and answered any questions or addressed any concerns the
principal had. The priority of the study was the overall safety, wellbeing, and
confidentiality of all participants, and I stressed this goal in the meeting with the
principal.
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Data Collection
Two data collection methods were incorporated in this study. Teacher interviews
were conducted as the main source of data collected in pursuit of understanding teachers’
perceptions regarding PD support and their confidence in implementation of EPBs in
writing instruction. I relied on the conceptual framework of Bandura’s self-efficacy
theory to ground my study and to guide the interview process. Interviewing participants
allowed them to discuss their sense of competence related to the implementation of
writing strategies in the classroom. Interviewing participants also gave them the
opportunity to discuss their perceptions of how district and campus PD supported their
skill development and self-efficacy in designing and implementing lesson plans focused
on teaching EBPs. Including open ended and follow-up questions allowed me to probe
for additional information when needed (Creswell, 2012). Observations of the teachers
would not have provided such insights (Wright, White, & Gaebler-Spira, 2004). Archival
documents such as teachers’ lesson plans and district PD revealed learning activities were
given and assessed and involved teaching the writing process and writing skills. Previous
and current lesson plans were archived in Eduphoria. Eduphoria has been the school
district’s software and has kept records of teachers’ lesson plans since 2012. Creswell
(2012) emphasized the importance of examining archival documents in research studies
because archival documents can offer the researcher a deep and comprehensive picture of
the topic being studied.
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Interviews
Merriam (2009) and Bogdan, and Biklen (2007) contended interviews are used to
gather information either in isolation or in conjunction with other forms of data to better
understand how people perceive their world. Merriam described the semi-structured
interview as allowing participants to answer one question at a time to avoid confusion or
jargon. The semi-structured interview also allowed me to ask questions about specific
writing strategies but also allowed me to explore new, related topics that came up during
the interview (Merriam, 2009).
Teacher interviews were an appropriate data source to help me gather information
concerning English teachers’ perceptions of PD, their use of EBPs in the writing process,
and their competence in the implementation of EBPs for teaching writing to their high
school students. The interviews were beneficial to me as I collected data about the
perceptions English teachers had about the preferred design and delivery of writing PD to
support teachers’ learning. Interviews also yielded data related to teachers’ perceptions
concerning their skills and PD experiences and concerning which factors teachers
believed contributed to how they chose writing strategies. Furthermore, the interviews
allowed me to gather information regarding their perceptions of their level of selfefficacy concerning their success in teaching writing strategies in their classrooms. The
interview questions also aligned with the conceptual framework for this study, which was
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, by focusing on teachers’ perceptions of success or
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difficulty related to learning about and incorporating different writing strategies. The
director of curriculum and the former assistant principal, both of whom have written their
doctoral dissertations using qualitative methodologies, helped vet the list of interview
questions asked of the participants. These two individuals reviewed my questions for the
teacher interviews, looking for any needed revisions and looking to ensure all questions
aligned with the self-efficacy conceptual framework.
During the interview, participants were asked interview questions one at a time to
convey their perceptions regarding the PD and instructional strategies they felt were the
best strategies for teaching the writing process. Participants were also asked about their
views concerning which design and delivery of PD best supports their learning and about
their perception of their skills in teaching writing to their students. Finally, participants
were asked what factors they felt contributed to their selection of writing strategies in
their lessons when preparing them to teach the writing process. I used probes in an
unbiased way to elicit additional information relevant to my study (Bogdan & Biklen,
2007). In addition, I asked unbiased, open-ended follow-up probes as needed to elicit
additional relevant data related to my research questions. This approach helped me gather
information relevant to my study and allowed the participants to craft their own responses
(Creswell, 2012). The interview protocol and questions can be found in Appendix B.
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Archival Documents
I examined an archived selection of lesson plans and district PD from the school
district’s storage database in Eduphoria through the 2014 to 2017 school years which
revealed learning activities related to teaching the writing process and teaching of other
writing skills. Bogdan and Biklen (2007) suggested artifacts stimulate conversation,
provide multiple-source data collection, and enrich the researcher’s understanding of
phenomena. The artifacts used for this study were the participants’ lesson plans and
district PD. I reviewed 3 years of lesson plans for each teacher participant from
Eduphoria to identify which writing strategies they included in instruction. The analysis
instrument I developed and used to review these archived lesson plans can be found in
Appendix C. District PD was also included in Eduphoria, and I reviewed the PD
categories dealing with writing strategies and content. These data allowed me to get an
even fuller picture concerning the preparation teachers have had and the choices teachers
made when teaching the writing process. Any identifiable data were removed from all
documents to preserve participant confidentiality.
An objective review of the archival data concerning teacher lesson plans and
district writing PD helped me to connect what information I gathered from the interviews
with what was recorded in the annals of writing PD. A possible gap in training and
implementation of teaching writing was explored through teacher interviews of six
English 1 and English 2 teachers and through analysis of lesson plans and of district PD
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documents. As noted previously, all paper-based and electronic data have been stored in a
locked location at my home and have password-protected files on my home computer.
Per the protocol of Walden University, these data will be stored for 5 years, at which
time, I will dispose of these data files.
Sufficiency of Data Collection
The collection of interviews, PD records, and lesson plans provided ample data to
address each research question. For example, my first research question dealt with how
teachers perceive how district and campus PD supported their skill development and
promoted their perceived competence relating to designing and implementing EBPs in
writing instruction. Teacher interviews yielded data related to teachers’ perceptions
concerning the role PD played in this skill development, and the influence effective PDs
had on teachers’ use of EBPs. My second research question dealt with how teachers
perceived their own ability and success in incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on
writing instruction. The data source that connected with my second question was the
analysis of interviews demonstrating to what degree teachers incorporated EBPs in
writing instruction. Finally, my third research question dealt with how teachers
demonstrated their competence and confidence in the implementation of EBPs through
their lesson planning and practice of writing instruction. These data sources connected
with my third question through the analysis of lesson plans provided to me by the teacher
participants.
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Processes for Generating, Gathering, and Recording Data
I ensured that each participant scheduled an interview time and returned the
informed consent form. I made sure each participant was aware of the interview process.
All of these steps were addressed in previous emails with potential participants.
Interviews took place in the school’s private library conference room. The interviews,
scheduled at each teacher’s convenience during his or her conference period, lasted
approximately 60 minutes. The school district personnel permitted teachers to participate
in interviews during their conference period. I used semi-structured interview questions
to guide, but not strictly limit, the list of topics participants spoke openly and
spontaneously about during the interview. The interview questions were open-ended
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Merriam, 2009).
These interview data were captured using several methods to support transcription
and data analysis. First, I audio recorded each participant’s interview after obtaining
approval to record the interview by having the participant sign an audio consent form.
The purpose of using an audio recording of each interview was for accuracy of
transcribing the data verbatim and for ease of coding in the later stages of data analysis
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). As suggested by Merriam (2009), I kept a list of the interview
questions and probes I used as a guide during the interview. Secondly, in addition to
recording the interviews, I took detailed fieldnotes of the participants’ responses. I
transcribed each interview response within 2-3 days of the completion of each interview.
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Following the transcription process, data were stored for the purpose of coding and
analyzing (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
The process for gathering the lesson plans and the PD was achieved by accessing
Eduphoria, which houses teacher lesson plans and the PD teachers attended since 2012.
Access was granted to review lesson plans and PD sessions by the executive director of
curriculum and instruction for TSD 1. From this access, I was able to retrieve each
participant’s lesson plans and a list of attended PD.
Procedure for Gaining Access to Participants
Before inviting teachers to participate in the study, I first sought approval from
the school to conduct the study. I solicited approval from the executive director of
curriculum and instruction of TSD 1 to collect research data for this study. Then, after
IRB approval had been granted, I retrieved email addresses from the school’s website and
emailed potential participants an invitation to participate in my study. Follow up emails
sent out included participants’ rights, a letter of confidentiality, the purpose of the
informed consent form, and the participants’ protection from harm. Participants had 1week to complete the consent form and email me the words “I consent,” indicating their
willingness to participate in the study. Participants were sent an email to indicate the
time, date, and location of face-to-face interviews. Three possible interview locations for
the interview were identified: the school library’s conference room, the school’s
conference room, or the participant’s home. Each participant elected to complete the
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interview in the school library’s conference room, which ensured an appropriate level of
privacy.
Role of the Researcher
My role as the researcher was one of an interviewer, transcriber, and analyzer.
Previous to the study, I worked with five out of the six participants as a professional
colleague from the high school in TSD 1. I did not have a supervisory role related to the
teacher participants at the high school campus when I worked there. I worked in TSD 1 in
the fall of 2015 as a fellow English teacher, and I developed formal, professional
relationships with most of the research participants, but I was able to minimize potential
biases that could influence data collection by not discussing my research topic with them.
Having been an English instructor in TSD 1, I was familiar with the writing abilities of
students and the teaching of the writing process of the research participants, which was a
benefit, but it could also be interpreted as a bias because there may be a tendency to lead
the design of the interview questions. Merriam (2009) noted researchers should identify
their biases and understand how they could shape the data collection and influence data
analysis. To ensure there were no biases in my interview approach with my participants, I
asked open-ended questions and probing questions and allowed the participants to
provide their explanations of their perceptions to the questions asked. Furthermore, I
transcribed the participants’ responses directly from audio-recordings to ensure an
accurate portrayal of the participants’ points of view on the topics at hand. I also
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incorporated member checking to help lessen potential bias (Creswell, 2012; Merriam,
2009).
My experiences as a writing teacher for 16 years may have presented a bias when
collecting data concerning effective strategies of teaching writing. To guard against bias,
I searched for emerging patterns and themes within the data I collected from the teacher
interviews and archival data I reviewed. To provide further protection against personal
bias in data collection and analysis, I solicited review of the research questions by an
expert panel of two individuals with extensive background in qualitative methodology,
including a high school principal and an assistant principal from the district. Furthermore,
I employed two peer reviewers to check the data for appropriate coding and logical
development of themes and findings.
Data Analysis Results
This section includes a description of the research design and the data analysis
results for this project. A convenience sample of six English teachers was selected from
the local high school within TSD 1 to conduct a descriptive case study. The project was
based on a logical and systematic data collection process of interviewing teachers,
analyzing archival data found in Eduphoria for a selection of lesson plans with a writing
focus, and reviewing the writing PD offered by TSD 1 to the teachers over the years. A
descriptive qualitative case study was used to gain an understanding of teachers’
perceptions as they relate to PD and teaching the writing process connected to students’
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writing achievement in TSD 1. The framework for this study was Bandura’s self-efficacy
theory, which included elements of teacher competence, student motivation, and
persistence in striving for success in spite of failure to achieve goals. Analysis of the data
revealed the participants continued to persist to find engaging strategies despite their
perceptions of feeling less than prepared and adequate to teach writing. Analysis of the
study’s data also led to a deeper understanding of teachers’ perceptions of effective PD
regarding the writing process and teachers’ perceptions regarding how to best support
student learning related to writing. Data sources for this study included participant
interviews, participants’ lesson plans, and analysis of participants’ PD records. Interviews
were transcribed, read, and coded according to emerging themes found within the data.
Lesson plans were also read and coded according to emerging themes found within the
plans. The list of PD participants attended over the years was analyzed for themes and
coded accordingly. The coding process included line-by-line analysis (Bogdan & Biklen,
2007; Merriam, 2009) of participant interviews, lesson plans, and PD attended. Themes
were created and categorized based on emerging patterns found within the transcribed
interviews, lesson plans, and PD attended. The following RQs guided this study:
RQ1. How do teachers perceive district and campus PD has supported
their skill development and promoted their perceived competence
relating to designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction?
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RQ2. How do teachers perceive their own ability and success in
incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction?
RQ3. How do teachers perceive their competence and confidence in the
implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning and practice of
writing instruction?
The three RQs and emerging themes are described in Table 3. A total of nine
themes in the data analysis process were found. Three themes for each RQ emerged
based on patterns during triangulation, which is an acceptable number in qualitative
studies (see Merriam, 2009). Each theme is illustrated in Table 3 in relation to the
number of participant responses from the interview questions.
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Table 3
Emerging Themes by RQs
RQs
1. How do teachers perceive district and
campus PD has supported their skill

Emerging themes
Theme 1: Insufficient time is provided for designing

Participant in
discussing theme
6

and implementing EBPs

development and promoted their
perceived competence relating to
designing and implementing EBPs in
writing instruction?

2. How do teachers perceive their own ability

Theme 2: Instructional modeling is ineffective

6

Theme 3: PD emphasizes passing the EOC

6

Theme 4: Low sense of self-efficacy in using EBPs

6

Theme 5: Lack of confidence related to lesson planning

5

Theme 6: Lack of confidence in district PD preparing

6

and success in incorporating EBPs in lesson
plans focused on writing instruction?

teachers to implement strategies

3. How do teachers perceive their
competence and confidence in the

7: Concern for students’ level of engagement selecting

6

writing strategies

implementation of EBPs through their
lesson planning and practice of writing
instruction?
Theme 8: Low self-efficacy in developing students’

6

critical thinking skills during writing instruction

Theme 9: Lack of follow-through from either the
teacher or from the district

5
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Findings
Emergent Themes Related to RQ 1
There were three themes identified related to RQ1 from the data obtained from
the interviews with teachers. RQ1 addressed teacher perceptions of district and campus
PD supporting the development of their skills and competencies associated to designing
and implementing EBPs in writing instruction. The three themes were (a) Insufficient
time is provided for designing and implementing EBPs, (b) Instructional modeling is
ineffective, and (c) PD emphasizes passing the EOC.
Insufficient time is provided for designing and implementing EBPs.
Participants described the lack of time provided for designing and implementing EBPs in
writing instruction as the number one reason why they did not feel supported by their
district and campus PD in facilitating their skill and competence related to designing and
implementing EBPs in writing instruction. All participants claimed they often felt too
little time was spent on ensuring teachers truly understood the purpose and nuances of
EBPs, particularly in teaching the writing process. As Participant 1 stated, “I don’t have
time to figure it [EBPs] out. I wish someone would figure it out for me.” This participant
further explained the PD offered at the beginning of the school year was more like “a
survey course of too many new ideas and not enough time given for teachers to master
the concepts.” Other participants echoed this sentiment. Participant 2, for example,
expounded on it by commenting she “wish[ed] they had more time to plan to implement
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these writing strategies, but they felt their focus was pushed in too many directions.”
Participant 3 further added to this sentiment by stating, “teachers need more time to plan
the implementation of writing strategies, especially in the PD sessions offered at the
beginning of the school year.” A lack of time in understanding how EBPs fit within the
curriculum throughout the school year was mentioned by all of the participants.
Participant 4 stated,
We really start off with the best intentions, but things just tend to taper off. Maybe
we start off with 100% of a plan to implement new strategies, but we only end up
implementing half of the plan by the end of the year.
Participant 5 expressed part of the lack of time issue is not just in regards to the teachers
in their planning stage but also there seemed to be “a lack of time for the presenters of
these PD sessions to practice the strategies themselves to ensure the strategies being
presented will be applicable and effective for our group of students.” Participant 6 looked
at the time the presenters used as a “waste since the strategies that were being covered
were not over the content that I plan to cover with my students.” The time to implement
EBPs was a factor for teachers in implementation and an additional concern included the
failure to provide effective modeling of EBPs in PD sessions.
Instructional modeling is ineffective. Teacher participants indicated PD
presenters did not effectively model EBPs. Participant 1 referenced the most effective PD
she ever attended was when the presenter treated the participants as students. Participant
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1 stated, “I went to New Jersey Writing Project in 1991 in a different district, and that
training alone has improved my writing skills as a teacher because the presenter modeled
the lesson to us as if we were students.” Participant 2 discussed wanting the “PD to be
designed where I’m actually doing the activity.” Participant 3 was in accord with this
sentiment by stating, “I want to be like the student, and I want the activities modeled for
me.” Participant 4 discussed the lack of effective modeling in relation to the “EBPs being
effective in theory when the presenters are presenting to an audience of teachers, but the
EBPs are not effective in practice—in front of an audience of teenagers.” Participant 4
added she felt the most effective in implementing EBPs in the classroom when she does
“more than model and display. I also give my students a lot of feedback, which is
supported by the research but doesn’t occur in PD sessions that I have attended.”
Participant 5 explained the reason she felt presenters were not effective modelers of EBPs
is because “even though the presenters may have a degree in PD, that doesn’t mean that
the presenter ever presented the strategies to an actual classroom of students.” Participant
6 stated,
I cannot stand to watch things be taught in an imaginary, perfect world. I need to
try it and win, or try it and fail. I need to assess what will work for my students—
not just imaginary “little Johnnies” that are presented in PDs.
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The participants’ responses indicated teaching strategies have little positive effect on
their teaching practices when delivered in a traditional PD setting rather than in the
classroom environment where application of the strategies is immediate.
PD emphasizes passing the EOC. Participants also indicated current writing PD
in the district is directed more at helping students write a 26-lined paper for the End of
Course exam rather than on focusing on the authentic and recursive process of writing for
learning or for creating. Participant 4, for example, stated, “Students have all of these
EOC writing strategies to help them get a passing score on the essay, but they haven’t
learned how to apply authentic writing practices when they have to write for something
other than the EOC.” Participant 4 further expounded upon the need to have “more
trainings that go beyond the test. I want students to be well-rounded writers, not just
writers who can hammer out these tested essays.” Participant 1 and Participant 2 also
discussed the need for the writing to “go beyond the test” and to be “more authentic”.
Participant 3 stated, “Formulaic writing is the default for most teachers who feel the
pressure to ensure their students write the bare minimum to earn a passing score on the
EOC essays.” Participant 5 echoed the sentiment of students being taught a “formulaic
way of writing” as well but furthered her argument by stating, “Formulaic writing works
for some students but not all. Students need to be taught how to write authentically.”
Participant 6 discussed the “cute brainstorming strategies that the district wants us to
teach students, but students do not even apply those brainstorming strategies during the
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actual exam.” Each participant expressed agreement students need to write authentically
and district PD should encompass the entire writing process rather than formulaic writing
of the EOC essay exams.
Summary of RQ 1 themes. The teacher participants’ responses to the interview
questions asked for RQ 1 indicated they believe insufficient time is allotted for designing
and implementing EBPs in writing instruction. Teacher participants collectively
discussed how the lack of time provided for designing and implementing EBPs in writing
instruction, ineffective instructional modeling of EBPs, and writing PD being geared
more towards passing the EOC than being authentic and recursive in nature did not help
develop their skills in designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction.
Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy theory, which serves as the conceptual framework for this
study, connects to the teacher participants’ expressed goals of organizing their time,
being proactive in designing and implementing effective EBPs in their writing
instruction, and desiring to be self-reflective while regulating themselves with the
adaptations or changes made to their instruction, if done correctly. However, the
participants indicated insufficient time to learn EBPs and to plan for their implementation
lowered the participants’ self-efficacy by making it difficult to incorporate these
strategies when teaching writing. Another issue indicated in the participants’ interview
responses was insufficient time was allotted for presenters of writing PD to demonstrate
the EBPs with student audiences. Participants indicated they wanted to see EBPs
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implemented with actual students, or at the very least, implemented as if they,
themselves, were the students who were receiving instruction.
The participants expressed their perception that instructional modeling of EBPs is
ineffective. The participants suggested that this ineffectiveness was caused by PD
presenters’ failure to model the EBP strategies with them as if they were students rather
than teachers. Participants indicated that they wanted to experience similar learning
challenges as their students would experience in better preparation of strategies to address
those challenges. For example, while Participant 1 mentioned the New Jersey Writing
Project PD as being the best writing PD she had ever attended because the presenter truly
modeled the teacher-student dynamic within PD, she admitted that training occurred back
in 1991 and she had not experienced that type of interaction since. The New Jersey
Writing Project PD, now known as the Abydos Writing Institute, still employs a PD
setting where teachers assume the role of a student taking a 3-week course and participate
in the writing workshop by learning and doing the writing strategies themselves
(Armstrong-Carroll, 2008).
The participants expressed their perception that writing PD is geared towards
passing the EOC rather than being authentic and recursive in nature, and stated this EOC
emphasis did not help teachers in implementing EBPs in writing instruction with their
students. Graves (1983, 1994) and Locke (2015) support this idea of the writing process
needing to be authentic and recursive. Graves (1983) found providing authentic writing
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opportunities allows children to solve problems with their own writing skills and also
allows teachers to solve problems with their own instruction. Furthermore, Graves (1994)
stressed when writing is authentic and recursive, like the writing strategies practiced in
writing workshops, teachers learn alongside their students. Locke found writing
workshops provide authentic opportunities for teachers to deal with their own insecurities
and anxieties concerning their own writing skills and ability to effectively teach the
writing process. Writing strategies associated with the writing process, such as
brainstorming and writing a rough draft, were strategies focused on writing the EOC
essays, which do not allow for students to write more than 26-lines. Furthermore,
participants agreed the majority of students did not transfer the writing strategies to their
essays when left alone to write them on the EOC exam day.
Emergent Themes to Address RQ 2
The emergent themes that address RQ 2, teachers’ perceptions of their own ability
and success in incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction, were:
(a) Low sense of self-efficacy in using EBPs, (b) Lack of confidence related to lesson
planning, and (c) Lack of confidence in district PD preparing them to implement
strategies.
Low sense of self-efficacy in using EBPs. Participant 3 indicated he felt a lack of
confidence when actually planning how to teach writing in his lesson plans and “wished
teachers would share model writing lessons during their common planning time to help
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build his confidence in implementing EBPs in his classroom.” When asked how prepared
he felt planning writing lessons, he responded, “Not very well. I consider myself to be an
adequate writer; if I were a great writer, I’d be a writer not a teacher.” He further
explained, “There is a bit of a contradiction there: me being a teacher trying to teach
students how to write when I, myself, am not a great writer.” Participant 1 explained, “I
feel qualified to teach writing, but not to teach writing in innovative, fun ways.”
Participant 2 stated, “The writing process can be tedious, overwhelming, and boring, and
I don’t feel confident that I ever learned how to teach writing effectively because it was
never taught in a fun way when I was a student.” Participant 4 discussed the need for her
“philosophy of writing to be aligned with the presenters of writing PD, and so far, it
hasn’t.” Participant 4 further explained,
I do not feel confident planning writing lessons because most of the trainings I
have attended are touchy-feely, and I that is not my personality. So, all of the
cute, interactive writing strategies that they show us as these trainings, I do not
feel

comfortable trying those with my high school students.

Participant 5 also said, “The writing strategies taught by the district are too elementarylevel,” and she would “feel silly putting these strategies in her lesson plans.” Participant 6
“puts writing strategies like planning, drafting, editing and revising in my lesson plans so
that administrators see that I am teaching writing; but, how and when I actually teach
writing is determined by how prepared I feel I am and my students are. So, it is rarely
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because I am still teaching students what a noun and a verb are.” Participants reported a
low sense of self-efficacy in using and delivering EBPs in creating writing lesson plans
that are engaging, appropriate for the teenage-audience they teach in both skill and in
maturity levels, and appropriate for the teachers’ own comfort-level of delivery of EBPs.
Lack of confidence related to lesson planning. Participant 1 analyzed
her own abilities and success in incorporating writing EBPs in her lesson plans as “not
very successful; I’m still leaning on my training from 1991,” which was when Participant
1 had attended the New Jersey Writing Institute. Participant 1, however, also felt “there is
nothing new under the sun” and “no new, innovative ways to teach writing.” Participant 2
claimed, “The district has not provided writing PD.” Participant 2 clarified her meaning
by stating, “They have given us general strategies but not any specific writing tools. For
example, they will show us how to do a gallery walk, but not how to directly use writing
strategies in the gallery walk.” Participant 3 referred to writing activities his students
would be doing by the name of the writing process stage students were on. For example,
Participant 3 included the following sentence in his lesson plan: “Prewrite a journal
entry.” In this example, “prewriting” is not recorded as a stage of the writing process, but
rather as the skill students would be doing to complete their journal entry. Participant 3
also included in his lesson plans “students will revise and edit their drafts.” In Participant
4’s lesson plan she wrote students would “draft an essay by the end of the period.” Again,
this participant used the drafting stage of the writing process as a strategy for students to
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complete rather than as a skill students would learn or other strategies to help them
complete the drafting process. Participant 5’s self-efficacy in planning skills-based
writing strategies was also low as she described, “Writing strategies are thrown at me last
minute, not giving me the chance to front-load my students, not making me, or them,
very successful.” Participants used the stages of the writing process as skills students
needed to learn rather than as using activities to teach the stages of the writing process.
Participants voiced a need to learn how to teach the writing process versus how to have
students complete the stages of the writing process.
Lack of confidence in district PD preparing them to implement strategies.
The teacher participants indicated the writing PD offerings provided by TSD 1 had little
positive effect on their writing instruction. Examination of all relevant data, including the
interview process, the analysis of lesson plans, and analysis of the writing PD offerings
by TSD 1 revealed only one of the PD offerings given by TSD 1 was mentioned by
participants: Writing Across the Curriculum (2016). However, none of the participants
directly wrote down any strategies from this or any other TSD 1-led PD in their lesson
plans. Concerning the theme of teachers perceiving a lack of confidence in implementing
strategies, the majority of PD mentioned as effective by participants were PD sessions
they had attended outside of TSD 1. Examples of trainings mentioned by the participants
as influential in their teaching practices were Abydos training, CRISS training, and
courses and workshops offered at the university level. Participant 3 explained his
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applications of the EBPs in his lessons in this way: “Through conversation and
brainstorming [with other colleagues], the results of those outside PDs have influenced
me to implement the strategies in different ways.” Participant 5 also stated,
In a different district we had collaboration days that we would look at each other’s
student essays and discuss successful writing strategies. It was effective

because the

examples were from actual students and not just some lesson pulled

from the

Internet.
Participant 1 mentioned, “It depends on which school district you are in; this school
district doesn’t offer any writing PDs but they expect you to teach writing.” Participant 1
further explained, “If it were not for attending the training for the New Jersey Writing
Project, I would not know any writing strategies to implement with my students.”
Participant 2 said, “PD has mostly focused on classroom management or writing
summative assessments, not on content. Attending PD has not really helped me to better
my craft.” Participant 4 said,
I do the research on my own. PD is never directed towards my low-income
students anyway. I have to figure out ways to scaffold for my students, and the
presenters of the PD that I have attended so far has not shown me how to do that.
Participant 6 was brief in her response to her low confidence in implementing various
training experiences by explaining the PD she attended thus far is “boring, rote, outdated,
unimpressive, lacking. A waste of my time to support and justify someone else’s salary.”
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Participants indicated they did not see the value in district PD in preparing them to teach
writing with their students and they found more value in referring to outside sources to
find ways to teach writing strategies with their students.
Summary of RQ 2 themes. Participants were in accord they had low selfefficacy in planning and implementing writing strategies with their students. All six
participants explained in various ways they depended heavily on planning more
formulaic writing lessons to impart to their students because of their lack of confidence in
their own abilities as writers. The participants’ views align with those of the teacherparticipants in Miller et al.’s (2016) study, in which the teachers who planned and
implemented strategies of writer’s workshops with their students gained confidence for
both the teachers and for the students but did not use strategies from writing workshops
in their teaching. The theme for RQ 2 also connects with the conceptual framework of
Bandura (1977) who explained an individual’s self-efficacy will improve when she
believes she can complete a behavior successfully. Bandura further explained in his selfefficacy theory how people are more effective in mastering behaviors if they already have
positive expectations (1977). Self-efficacy for these teacher-participants in planning
skills-based writing strategies, however, was low for each participant due to the lack of
understanding that EBPs focus on individual writing skills and not the writing stages of
the writing process. Regarding participants’ analysis of their own abilities and success in
incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction, it was interesting to
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note the strategies teachers spoke of as those included in their classrooms were not
directly written or included in their lesson plans. Instead participants referred to writing
activities their students would be doing by the name of the writing process stage students
were on.
MacArthur et al. (2016) also conducted research involving teachers’ use of EBPs
focused on how PD related to the writing process can influence teaching practices by
clarifying what writing skills need to be explicitly taught to students. A systematic
approach of including specific writing skills to be explicitly taught to students was not
observed, however, in the teacher-participants’ lesson plans. Participants used the
drafting stage of the writing process as a strategy for students to complete rather than as a
skill students would learn to help them complete the drafting process. All participants
expressed they had not purposefully incorporated EBPs from trainings outside the district
in their lessons but acknowledged these professional development opportunities did help
in their development of strategies were used in classroom instruction. Though all
participants expressed low confidence in their ability to implement writing strategies
successfully, these out-of-district training experiences seemed to have the most influence
in how these participants incorporated EBPs in the classroom.
Emergent Themes to Address RQ 3
The emergent themes that addressed RQ 3, how teachers perceive their
competence and confidence in the implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning
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and practice of writing instruction, were: (a) Concern for students’ level of engagement
when selecting writing strategies, (b) Low self-efficacy in developing students’ critical
thinking skills during writing instruction, and (c) Lack of follow-through from either the
teacher or from the district. It may seem interesting the first two of these emergent themes
deal more with the student than the teacher. However, it makes sense teachers would
focus on students’ engagement and students’ abilities to critically think when reflecting
upon their own competence and confidence in the delivery of writing instruction, since
the students’ success is a measure of whether or not the delivery of writing instruction
was successfully received.
Concern for students’ level of engagement when selecting writing strategies.
Student engagement was brought up by each participant as a reason that teachers chose to
include certain writing strategies. For example, participants agreed that one factor for
including a particular writing strategy was student engagement. “I try to use something
that will catch students’ attention,” said Participant 1. Participant 2 said, “I have success
with students who are engaged and paying attention, so I select lessons that allow for
that.” Participant 3 described himself as “feeling confident” and “feeling successful”
when students were engaged in a lesson. Participant 4 listed several writing strategies that
had her students engaged such as “sketch notes to help students visualize, hands-on
grammar from Lead4Ward, and strategies that get the students up and moving so they are
not so bored.” Participant 5 remarked if the lesson “is not real-world, they are not
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interested. I make it interesting my tying writing lessons to the real-world and to see how
writing applies outside of the English class.” Participant 6 explained, “I choose writing
strategies based on students’ interests, abilities, motivations, and needs.” Teacherparticipants value student engagement, and they emphasized they select strategies based
on how useful they perceive these strategies to be in promoting student engagement.
Low self-efficacy in developing students’ critical thinking skills during
writing instruction. Conversely, teacher-participants expressed they felt less competent
in their ability to teach writing instruction to students who came to them with low critical
thinking skills. As the writing process features high levels of critical thinking
expectations (Knezek, 2014), participants indicated that they did not feel well prepared to
meet the needs of students who had low critical thinking skills. Each participant, except
Participant 4, expressed frustration with his or her inability to plan and implement lessons
could help students who they felt were not equipped with the necessary critical thinking
skills needed to write effectively. Participant 4 shared with the other participants the
frustration of her students’ low critical thinking skills and was frustrated she did not have
many “tools” in her “tool belt” from her PD experiences; but, she explained by her
“providing students with feedback, especially students who at first did not know how to
write even one sentence, forces them to look at their own writing and learn from their
mistakes.” The other participants, however, felt less competent to teach to students with
low critical thinking skills. Participant 1, for example, stated,
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I cannot make them perfect writers because they do not read. Students come to us
with little to no grammar background. How can you teach writing when students
do not have any grammar? If they were good readers, it would probably correct
itself. But, they are not.
Participant 2 stated, “If something doesn’t work, I chunk it. But, what do I do if the
students still do not get it? I can only chunk a skill so much.” Participant 3 said,
Students do not have the patience for drafting. Outlining—forget it! They look at
it

like it is some kind of an alien. We need to readdress how we teach these because
the current way does not resonate with students, especially our low-performing
students.

Participant 5 discussed the lack of vocabulary in her student writers. Participant 5 said,
“Students need to grow their vocabularies . . . it is hard for our students to write when
they do not have the words to write with.” Participant 6 stated, “We are only preparing
students how to pass a test. Therefore, we only expect the bare minimum of them, and
most of them cannot even meet that goal. We need to teach critical thinking skills to close
writing gaps.” Participants expressed that students have low critical thinking skills and
indicated teachers struggled to meet the needs of all of their students who demonstrated
various writing competencies.
Lack of follow-through from either the teacher or from the district. The
practice of incorporating EBPs in lesson plans was also interrupted, according to
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participants, by a lack of follow-through. Participant 4 mentioned the “good intentions of
the district or campus to implement certain writing strategies, but even the district failed
to follow through with those preset expectations throughout the school year.” Participants
1, 2, and 3 claimed they mostly wrote lesson plans because they were “mandatory” and
“rarely,” “if ever,” referred back to their plans during the implementation stage of those
lessons in the classrooms. Participant 5 mentioned due to high student numbers it was
“unrealistic to make sure every student had completed each stage of the writing process
with fidelity.” Participant 6 stated, “There are no EBPs to even implement because I have
never attended an effective PD in the first place.” Participant 6 explained further, “If
EBPs were taught during PD in a meaningful way that was more than a lecture to
teachers, teachers would more likely incorporate them into their classrooms.” These were
reasons given to explain why teachers did not follow-through with incorporating EBPs in
the classroom.
Summary of RQ3 themes. The final salient themes to emerge from the
interviews and analysis of lesson plans were teachers’ emphasis on considering student
engagement when selecting writing strategies, teachers’ perceptions of their low selfefficacy regarding their skill in developing students’ critical thinking skills, and teachers’
perceptions of the lack of follow-through when it came to how teachers demonstrate their
competence and confidence in the implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning
and practice of writing instruction. All of the participants referred to having students
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become more involved in the planning stages of learning as a way to engage students in
critical thinking. The conceptual framework of Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory
applies to this theme because, as Bandura explained, people are more likely to be
successful at a task they believe they can accomplish. Similarly, the teacher-participants
felt they could be more effective writing instructors if they believed their students were
willing to master the skills necessary for writing.
These data collected indicate a lack of awareness by the TSD 1 administrators of
how to effectively deliver PD for teachers who experience low self-efficacy in their
ability to plan or implement engaging writing PBLs in writing instruction. Carr’s (2013)
research, regarding failure as a necessary part of learning and composition, relates to
these teacher-participants’ struggles with embracing their failures in engaging student
writers as part of the writing process. Caswell’s (2011) findings, on the other hand,
illustrate the struggles of these teacher-participants who are required to assign writing
prompts are geared towards assessments rather than towards authenticity. Caswell added
this type of pressure put on teachers to suppress authentic writing opportunities by
catering to high stakes testing writing prompts can influence students’ level of
engagement by creating various, negative emotions for students such as testing anxiety.
Participants used writing process terms and identified the required steps for teaching the
writing process to students. However, participants did not make consistent connections
between the terms of the writing process they used to plan their lessons and the writing
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EBPs they learned from various PD trainings they had attended. By failure to apply EBPs
to their writing instruction the teacher-participants’ experiences connected with Wolsey
et al. (2012) in which the investigators found even though teachers believed using EBPs
to teach writing is important they consistently failed to implement EBPs with their
students. Wolsey et al also found writing instruction to be effective when teachers and
students discuss their writing expectations and misconceptions concerning writing skills.
However, when it came to scaffolding and teaching the writing process to low achieving
students, teachers in the Wolsey et al. study felt even less confident and less prepared and
were unable to effectively convey the instruction of the writing process to students
No other emerging themes. No new emerging themes were found in the other
data analyzed which were teacher lesson plans and archived PD TSD 1 offered to
teachers to train them how to implement evidence-based writing strategies into their
classrooms. These data sources, however, further supported the emergent themes found in
the analysis of the interviews, specifically, in addressing RQs 1 and 2.
Discrepant Cases
Regarding negative or discrepant case analysis, Merriam (2009) recommended
researchers purposefully look for data could disconfirm or challenge their emerging
findings or expectations. Had a discrepant case emerged during the analysis phase of my
study, I would have been sure to develop additional themes or categories and reanalyze
the data to better understand these outlier data. Understanding and embracing possible
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discrepant cases further provided credibility to my study. There were not any discrepant
cases during the collecting and analyzing of these data. Even when Participant 4
responded to RQ 3 as having at least one strategy to use when teaching her low-achieving
students, the participant had expressed still being frustrated with students and with herself
for not having more “tools” in her “tool belt.” This example did not serve as a discrepant
case because all participants expressed a lack of competence in effectively addressing
their low-achieving students.
Evidence of Quality
Although data analysis methods are described in a seemingly linear way, Merriam
(2009) reminded researchers qualitative research is not a linear, step-by-step process. The
following data analysis methods were merely guidelines to help me better organize this
stage of the research process and explain how and when these data were analyzed. These
data were examined for completeness and usefulness to the study (see Merriam, 2009).
Then, the data were analyzed and coded for the use of writing strategies and PD specific
to teaching the writing process or if any other themes emerged.
Software applications and coding. First, using Microsoft Word software on my
computer, I transcribed interviews of the participants within 24 hours of the interview
process. Emerging themes, patterns, and relationships were analyzed using line-by-line
coding of the transcribed data (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Merriam, 2009). Then, new data
and new categories were placed appropriately within my findings as they emerged.
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Emergent categories related to teachers’ perceptions of the writing process, PD, and
writing skills of their students.
Through simultaneous collection and analysis of these qualitative data I was able
to systematically categorize and inductively observe emergent themes from segments and
units of data without becoming overwhelmed by the enormity of the task (see Merriam,
2009). As new themes or categories emerged during the triangulation process, I reread
and recoded the data to align with the emergent themes or categories. When no additional
themes or categories emerged, then I was able to ascertain all major themes and
categories had been identified (see Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). Furthermore, the conceptual
framework of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory guided me in the data analysis by allowing
me to assimilate the perceptions and self-reflective differences discussed by each
research participant when he or she chose writing process PD to attend or EBPs to
implement within each of his or her classrooms, despite any environmental or social
differences within each of his or her experiences (see Bandura, 1997). I was cautious in
the interpretation of my results of the interviewing data by considering the views
articulated by interviewee and by using various data collecting such as lesson plan
analyses techniques (see Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
Use of methods to ensure accuracy and credibility. To help ensure the accuracy
of my data analysis, I used triangulation, peer debriefing, member checking, and
consideration of discrepant cases. In order to maintain the integrity of the study, I
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focused on these methods throughout the study. These methods are described more in
depth below.
Triangulation. Merriam (2009) defined triangulation as a method of collecting
data on the same topic using different modes and means to ensure validity of the
research being done. Triangulation was achieved through the analysis of the lesson plans
and district PD—which are both archival data—and the semi-structured interviews of
the research participants. Data from the lesson plans, the district PD, and from the
interviews were reviewed, compared, and analyzed for common themes related to the
study’s RQs. Triangulating was helpful in reaching conclusions based on my data
analysis. Furthermore, the specific analytic techniques of coding and categorizing the
interviews and archival data increased the credibility and trustworthiness of the research
study (see Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Merriam, 2009).
Peer debriefing. Creswell (2012) advocated the use of peer debriefing in helping
ensure the researcher reached defensible analysis points based on the data collected and
analyzed. I asked other professionals with qualitative experience to review my interview
questions and to analyze the logical development of themes found. The analysis was
unbiased since these professionals had no stake in the results or findings of my research
project.
Member checking. To further strengthen the validity of the results of my study, I
had participants provide feedback regarding their interviews as represented in the final
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study. Member checking allowed me to improve the accuracy and credibility of the
study (see Creswell, 2012; Merriam, 2009). By including member checking as part of
the research process, I was able to improve the quality of inquiry and validation of the
research project (see Creswell, 2012).
The idea of final study review according to Merriam (2009) and Creswell (2012)
is to allow participants of the study to verify the accuracy of the report and the
researcher’s interpretations of the study are fair and representative of the participants’
experiences. In no way did I want to misinterpret the participants’ personal experiences
nor did I want to misconstrue the final report of the study. I had the participants validate
my preliminary findings and offered them the opportunity to send me feedback via email
of their corrections, elaborations, or clarifications regarding their responses or behaviors
during the interviews (Merriam, 2009).
Summary of Findings
In this qualitative case study the perceptions of high school English teachers who
struggled to implement EBPs during writing instruction were explored. The data
collection methods for this case study included teacher interviews and analysis of district
PD and teacher lesson plans. In-depth analysis of these three sources of data was used to
develop nine themes to address the study’s three RQs (Creswell, 2012).
Through the process of data analysis, it was determined the first three themes
were teachers lack time for designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction,
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received ineffective instructional modeling of EBPs, and attended writing PD geared
primarily towards helping students pass the EOC. In order for teachers to better
understand and process what is being learned in PD, teachers need ample opportunities to
transfer their learning to the classroom; therefore, PD implementation should be extended
over one year to ensure transfer occurs (Lillge, 2019). For more effective instructional
modeling opportunities of EBPs, designing PD after an internship model allows both the
students and the teachers to partake in activities based learning opportunities, thus the PD
being delivered becomes more effective (Ali & Muhammad, 2018). Although
socialization is not allowed on an EOC exam, teachers who attend PD geared towards a
writing workshop model and who implement those strategies with students may
encourage students to apply writing strategies on an EOC exam because students are
more likely to apply writing strategies when they are allowed to socialize (Tacelosky,
2017). Tacelosky (2017) claimed students who are encouraged to work with their peers
on their essays in a writing workshop model are more likely to engage in the writing
process by asking clarifying questions and providing each other feedback, which could
encourage students to engage in the writing process on standardized tests.
The next three themes determined from the analysis process were that teachers
have low self-efficacy in using EBPs, lack confidence related to their lesson planning,
and lack confidence in implementing strategies. Singal et al. (2018) suggested teachers
feel more prepared engaging students in their learning by implementing ABL activities
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such as the writing workshop. The ABL framework allows for teachers to become
facilitators of student learning opportunities, thus building self-efficacy in using a variety
of EBPs in their lesson plans. The writing workshop, in turn, has small groups of students
working on various strategies within the writing process and is facilitated by teachers.
The writing workshop strategy allows teachers to be flexible in their lesson planning
according to what they observe are the needs of their students.
The final three themes determined from the analysis process were that teachers
struggle with student engagement, teachers struggle with students’ abilities to critically
think, and there seems to be a lack of follow-through from the teacher or the district in
PD implementation. Ali and Muhammad (2018) identified ABL as one way to include
critical thinking activities to engage students. When students are the center of the learning
process, in this case—the writing process, students are more likely to become engaged
and to critically think through the writing process. The PD design will be planned before
the beginning of the school year, thus giving teachers and the district ample time to be
prepared to implement the plan. Also, because the writing workshop class periods will be
during the regularly scheduled workday, it is more likely follow-through of the PD plan
will occur.
Based on the findings within this study, there is a specific need for PD focused on
guiding teachers to learn and implement EBPs of writing strategies keep students
engaged and allow teachers to learn these strategies within the timeframe of their
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normally scheduled workday. Providing an English specialist who can model excellent
teaching strategies and who can also provide immediate feedback to teachers as they take
turns teaching EBPs in an ABL framework of a writing workshop may build teacher
confidence and competence when working with students to be successful in
implementing the writing process.
Conclusion
In Section 2, the methodology and research design of the study, description of the
participants, data collection methods, role of the researcher, data analysis, and the
findings of the study were discussed. An analysis of the findings indicates participants in
this study lack confidence in teaching students the writing process. Participant responses
indicated they believed the effectiveness of PD could be improved by having PD
presenters model activities from the perspective of a teacher teaching selected strategies
to her students. In alignment with the purpose of the study and to support TSD 1, a PD
project has been developed to address teacher participants’ collective concerns. Related
to this study’s findings, the modeling approach would entail having a presenter model
instruction of writing EBPs to students and teachers and then allowing teachers to
immediately implement instruction with students throughout the day. Using a writing
workshop framework, which is a research proven model, could support the learning goals
of teachers and students alike. Further description of the project and the review of
literature consistent with findings from data collected from teacher participants can be
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found in Section 3. In addition, the description and goals, rationale, review of literature,
project implementation and evaluation, and implications including social change are
discussed.
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Section 3: The Project
Introduction
Section 3 provides information about the PD project: the purpose, goals, learning
outcomes and target audience. In Section 3, I also outline the following PD components:
timeline, activities, materials, and an implementation and evaluation plan. The purpose of
the PD project was to respond to the findings from the study and to help address the
problem identified using the findings as they relate to the three RQs:
RQ1. How do teachers perceive district and campus PD has supported
their skill development and promoted their perceived competence
relating to designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction?
RQ2. How do teachers perceive their own ability and success in
incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction?
RQ3. How do teachers perceive their competence and confidence in the
implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning and practice of
writing instruction?
Overall, the findings of this research project pointed towards factors attributed to
teachers’ perceptions that professional development has not prepared them to effectively
implement evidence-based writing strategies to their high school students. Therefore, I
designed a writing workshop PD project to address teaching the writing process to both
teachers of writing and to students in tandem. Finally, I included a rationale for the
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project, a literature review, a description of how the project would be implemented, an
evaluation of the project, and implications for social change.
Purpose of PD Project
The primary purpose of the PD project is to address the overarching conclusion
reached through the study, which is the teacher-participants would like PD to better
prepare them to use EBPs in designing and implementing writing activities with their
students. The purpose of the project is to use the study’s findings to address the problem
identified in Section 1: TSD 1 teachers were not experiencing consistent success
incorporating EBPs in their instruction as indicated by administrative comments and
students’ low scores on writing assessments. The purpose of the design of the project is to
help teachers develop the knowledge and understanding of how to incorporate EBPs in
writing instruction. An English specialist models EBPs in writing workshop PD and
gradually releases instructional responsibility to the teacher participants over the span of
10-weeks. Teacher questionnaires are presented to the participants of the workshop to
evaluate the success and challenges of the PD plan.
Goals
This 10-week writing workshop PD is designed for the teacher-participants to
work in tandem with students within the writing workshop environment to encourage
immediate transfer of PD strategies into classroom instruction. Goal 1 is to have the
teacher participants implement writing strategies from EBPs. Goal 2 is to have teachers
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receive immediate guidance and feedback from the English specialist as the teacher
participants begin to implement the strategies with their students during the writing
workshop. Goal 3 is for the English specialist to guide the six teacher participants during
PLCs, twice weekly, to discuss and reflect upon the PD of the writing strategies for that
day’s workshop.
Learning Outcomes
Learning outcomes are formatively assessed by the use of student learning logs,
and teacher observations are discussed during the PLC process. The use of learning logs
will be documentation teachers are implementing EBPs in their lessons because students
record the day’s lessons and activities on the learning logs each week. The English
specialist conducts teacher observations during each teacher’s class period of instructing
students participating in the writing workshop. The English specialist provides immediate
guidance and feedback to the teachers during their instructional opportunities. Finally, the
PLC period is a time period for the English specialist to guide the teacher participants to
reflect upon and discuss PD writing strategies with one another. Learning outcomes are
measured from the data that the learning logs, feedback, and PLC discussions provide.
Target Audience
Analysis of the data led to the development of PD for teachers in the form of a
series of teaching lessons for students. The target audience of the project includes the
teachers who receive EBP-focused writing instruction PD. TSD 1 hired an English
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specialist at the high school level who is qualified to effectively teach writing workshops.
This English specialist will first model the teaching lesson to the class of students and to
all of the teacher participants and gradually release the teaching to each teacher
participant throughout the rest of the workshop day each class period. Teacher
participants receive guidance from the English specialist as each participant takes turns
delivering the writing instruction throughout the day. Observing the English specialist
deliver the writing instruction to the students during the first class period of the day is the
PD the teacher participants receive along with guidance and immediate, formal feedback
from the English specialist as the teacher participants deliver the writing instruction to the
subsequent class periods of student workshop attendees. The English specialist then
guides and facilitates discussion and debriefing of the day’s workshop PD with teachers
during their PLC time.
Professional Development Components
Timeline
This PD occurs twice weekly over the span of 10-weeks, for a total of 20 PD
sessions. Class periods 1, 3, 6, and 7 are 53 minutes each, and students in these class
periods meet every day. Class periods 4 and 5 are block periods that meet every other day
on an “A” day “B” day split for 11/2 hours (90 minutes). The time breakdown for these
two block periods includes a 30-minute lunch and 60 minutes of instruction. Therefore,
the workshop PD sessions are a total of 4:32 hours (272 minutes) per day. As there are 2
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PD workshop days per week, there are 9:04 hours (544 minutes) of workshop PD offered
per week. In addition to the workshop PD, teacher-participants also receive the PLC/PD
sessions, which are 53 minutes each day during second period, for a total of 106 minutes
for 2-days, adding an additional 1:46 hours (106 minutes) per week. Therefore, teacherparticipants receive 5:25 hours (325 minutes) of workshop and PLC/PD time per day, or
10:50 hours (650 minutes) of PLC/PD time per week. Teacher-participants participate in
108:20 hours total (6,500 minutes) over the 10-week workshop and PLC/PD periods,
which is equivalent to 20 school days of training.
There are a total of seven class periods per day, and the first period is a modeling
session by the teacher specialist, the second period is the PLC/PD, and the eighth period
is the teachers’ conference time. Four teacher participants have a chance to practice the
PD they receive on Monday, during Periods 3, 4, 6, and 7, and the other two teacher
participants have a chance to practice the PD instruction on Tuesday, during Periods 3
and 5. All teacher participants participate in the implementation of Tuesday lessons
during Periods 6 and 7 by dividing the whole class into six groups. The instructional time
of PD teacher-participants will receive in both the workshop PD and in the PLC/PD
periods is broken down in Figure 2.
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Breakdown of
Workshop PD
Minutes

Average Daily Instructional
Time

Total PD/PLC
time, each week
(2 days per
week)

TOTAL PD time
(10-weeks)

Workshop PD
Minutes, each day

4:32

10:50 hours

108:20 hours

(272 minutes)

(650 minutes)

(6,500 minutes)

Periods 1, 3, 6, and 7
(4 periods *53
minutes)

Period 4 or 5
(1 block period *60
minutes)
PLC/PD Time, each
day

53 minutes

Period 2
(1 period *53
minutes)
Total PD Time, each
day

5:25 hours
(325 minutes)

Periods 1-3, 4/5, 6,
and 7 (Period 8 is
teachers’ conference)

Figure 2. Workshop PD and PLC PD time breakdown.

Activities
A form that includes a schedule of topics and skills, which is included in
Appendix A, is handed out to students and teacher participants. The schedule of topics
and skills handout is broken into three columns: Weeks, Monday, and Tuesday. The
writing workshop members meet for 10-weeks on Mondays and Tuesdays during the
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entire school day. Within those columns, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills
(TEKS) are listed along with the writing topics to be covered that day of the workshop
week. This form is more of an overview of the topics and skills to be covered over the
course of the 10-week writing workshop. Teacher participants meet to plan and design
the writing materials to be used during the Monday and Tuesday writing workshops
during their regularly scheduled PLC times within their department. The English
specialist demonstrates the lesson during the first class period of the day on Monday and
Tuesday. Because there are the 90-minute block periods during 4th and 5th periods, the
lesson created is planned for the 60-minutes of instructional time; thus, the Monday
lesson is a continuation for students of the 53-minute class periods on Tuesday, but
students of the 60-minute block periods only see one lesson because there are different
students in Period 4 and in Period 5. The TEKS listed in this overview align with the
TEKS listed in the students’ learning logs as a way for students to evaluate their own
success in learning the various writing skills of the workshop.
Student participants receive a learning log for each of the weeks they attend the
writing workshop. The components of the learning log are as follows: a breakdown of
that week’s TEKS and a graphic organizer serves as a road map of the week’s skills and
activities to be covered. Students are asked to master skills at 70% or higher on that
week’s formative assessment, or they are provided a scaffolded learning opportunity,
being a pullout with a teacher and a smaller number of students until each individual
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student is able to master the skill he or she was struggling with in the larger context of the
writing workshop.
Materials
Student writing workshop expectations. The form entitled Student Writing
Workshop Expectations, which is one of the forms of the PD project and can be found in
Appendix A, is handed out to each student participant in the writing workshop. Teacher
participants review these expectations with the students, and students sign and return the
form acknowledging they agree to the expectations set forth regarding the writing
workshop experience. The form includes the following subheadings: workshop days,
procedures, materials needed, nonnegotiables, framework, and publication expectations.
The form also includes the following statement regarding how the writing workshop
helps to improve students’ writing skills:
Through this writing workshop you are able to examine your own opinions over a
variety of topics, develop your ideas to share with others your point of view on a
topic, update your own personal writing style, and master the expository genre of
writing, which in turn, helps you earn a higher score on the essay of the STAAR
exam.
Finally, the philosophy, goals, and a statement about student commitment towards the
writing workshop are listed at the bottom of the handout.
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Four steps of writing workshop PowerPoint. A PowerPoint is included in
Appendix A for teachers to go over with students at the beginning of the writing
workshop. The PowerPoint defines the writing process as prewriting, drafting, editing,
and revising. The writing process is recursive in nature and it is not necessary to complete
the writing process in a certain order, especially for the purposes of this project.
Student materials. Even though the teachers are the ones who are participating in
the PD, students are participating in the writing workshop and students are expected to
come prepared with writing supplies. Students are required to create and maintain a name
tent for teacher participants to be able to identify with whom they are working. Students
are also required to bring their own writing utensil. TSD 1 students all have i-Pads issued
to them, so students also need to bring i-Pads to writing workshops slated to include
technology. Finally, students need to bring any assigned homework in preparation for the
day’s lesson.
Implementation Plan
The project PD is implemented in the first semester of the new school year. One
benefit of implementing this plan in the first semester is it gives teachers the opportunity
to review the project PD plan over their summer break, thus giving them the opportunity
to independently research upcoming topics to be covered in the project PD timeframe.
The workshop spans 10-weeks and is held twice a week on Monday and Tuesday. The
workshop is held in the Large Group Instructional room (LGI) which allows for several
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classes of students to participate each class period. Teachers bring each of their classes to
the LGI, take attendance of their students, and begin the day’s activities. The first period
of the day, however, the English specialist would model the day’s lesson and all six
teacher participants would observe and assist. Period 2 is the PLC period where teachers
plan and reflect on the week’s lesson. Each class period thereafter would allow a different
teacher participant to immediately implement what was observed first period and
discussed second-period. For example,
•

Teacher Participant 1 would lead the writing workshop session during 3rd
period;

•

Teacher Participant 2 would lead the 4th period, 90-minute blocked writing
workshop session;

•

Teacher Participant 3 would lead the 6th period writing workshop session;

•

Teacher Participant 4 would lead the 7th period session;

•

Teacher Participant 5 would lead the 8th period session; and

•

Teacher Participant 6 would lead the 5th period session on Tuesday, since this is
the 90-minute blocked class.

The English specialist would then be able to provide direct and immediate feedback to
each teacher during and after his or hers instructional round. During the weekly PLC
sessions of the 10-week workshop, teacher participants are given an exit ticket to provide
feedback of the writing workshop experience.
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Evaluation Plan
The overall evaluation goals are to explore how the project PD influences teacher
practices and whether student writing improved due to the use of writing strategies to be
taught by teacher participants during the writing workshop. The evaluation design and
approach of this project is to use student and teacher questionnaires. These questionnaires
are an outcomes-based evaluation because the questionnaires include both formative and
summative information (see Cathcart, Greer, & Neale, 2014). Other key stakeholders,
such as district administration, parents, and other members of the community are given
the opportunity to evaluate the success of the project PD by analyzing the same formative
and summative information as explained above. Furthermore, stakeholders are given the
opportunity to evaluate the success of the project PD from both the student perspective
and teacher perspective. Merriam (2009) stated that an effectiveness of a new idea or
program may not result in significant change in less than 3 to 5 years of data analysis; it
is hoped that within three years of the completion of the PD, teacher efficacy and student
success in teaching and implementing effective EBPs of writing strategies in high school
English classrooms will improve.
Teacher exit ticket as formative evaluation of writing workshop PD. Also
found in Appendix D is an exit ticket for teachers to answer questions regarding the
writing workshop PD experience. This exit ticket is used once a week as a formative
evaluation of the writing workshop PD. The first question asks the teacher participants
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how helpful they found the presenter in modeling the writing workshops intended to help
the teacher participants become more successful at teaching the writing process to
students. The second question asks teachers how helpful they found the evidence-based
practices that were implemented with students and if the strategies were in engaging and
helping students become more successful writers. The third question of the exit ticket
asks teacher participants how helpful they found the PLCs to be in them becoming more
successful at designing and implementing evidence-based practices to teach the writing
process to their students. The fourth item is designed to give the teacher participants the
opportunity to reflect how they feel about what is and is not working in the PD sessions
and to share any questions or comments regarding the writing workshop PD.
Rationale
The PD/training curriculum and materials project was chosen to address the
research problem because, based on the research findings, the overall perception
conveyed throughout the data analysis stage was the teacher participants desired and
needed a PD opportunity that allow them to engage, experiment, and try effective EBPs
when it comes to learning how to select and implement EBPs in the writing classroom.
The data analysis completed in Section 2 aligns with the goals of the project PD with
each finding that supported the perceptual data of the three RQs. This project genre
specifically addresses the training of teachers and follows that training directly into the
classroom and provides teachers with the opportunity to reflect on how the training
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influences students’ writing skill development. The content of the project incorporates
English writing strategies through the design of a writing workshop. Since the research
problem highlighted teacher perceptions of their practices in teaching writing with low
writing scores from students who attend TSD 1 as evidence of this problem, this content
directly addresses the problem through a well-designed writing project PD of the writing
workshop. Teacher participants receive PD of implementing writing strategies that are
EBPs during the first class period of the first writing workshop on Mondays and
Tuesdays. Teacher participants observe and learn how to implement writing strategies
with their students during the first period class as the English specialist implements the
strategies with the workshop students. Teacher participants are in a student-role during
this time of observation of the English specialist who runs the workshop. The teacher
participants are able to learn and apply the writing strategies alongside the student
workshop attendees. Then, each teacher participant has the opportunity to immediately
implement the writing strategies by taking turns teaching the next class periods of
workshop attendees. Writing workshops are engaging in nature because students,
themselves, become more involved in teaching and learning the writing process. By
having students more involved in their own learning of the writing process, I believe this
project PD to be a solution in helping to increase student success when it comes to
learning and implementing writing skills because teachers have the opportunity to
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overcome any hesitancies in immediately implementing writing strategies that are EBPs
in this PD model.
In support of the rationale of providing teachers with more experience in
implementing EBPs effectively in an effort to help them develop stronger competency
and self-efficacy related to incorporating these strategies effectively in writing
instruction, I reviewed literature that encompassed teacher perceptions, professional
development designs, and evidence-based writing practices to provide support for the
topic of the PD project. The review of the literature encompasses professional
development and perceptions of teachers in the effectiveness of PD as it relates to
teaching the writing process to high school students.
Review of the Literature
The most applicable project genre in response to my study would be a PD writing
workshop for TSD 1 teachers and students. Teachers would be acting in an internship
role while participating in the Activity Based Learning style of the writing workshop (see
Ali & Muhammad, 2018). Based on analysis of the research, teachers desire more of a
hands-on experience when attending PD. According to Forman (2016), by developing
teachers’ experience in the direct instruction of writing, they have more tools to put into
their “toolboxes to share with students” (p. 31); teachers will be able to directly
experience the instruction of writing during the writing workshop PD sessions. The
following criteria, based on the research, were used to guide development of the PD
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project: writing workshop activities are to be used, teachers observe all lessons being
taught by a content specialist before implementing them themselves, and students
participate in the PD as a live audience of student participants. Further research that
informed my PD project is discussed in the following sections.
Databases
The following electronic databases provided the references to support the literary
review: ProQuest, ERIC, JSTOR, Google Scholar, and Ebscohost. Within these
databases, I used terms such as activity based learning, writing workshop, evaluations,
personal learning community, evidence-based practices, formative and summative
assessments, and professional development timeframe. I determined I have found all
relevant studies to support the specific genre of the project PD: a writing workshop PD
for teachers. Saturation is reached because I described all relevant studies of the last five
years found in these databases regarding PD for teachers to assist them in teaching
writing to high school students.
Conceptual Framework
Activity Based Learning (ABL) serves as the conceptual framework for the PD
workshop because it creates engaging opportunities for teachers and students to learn and
to interact with one another. ABL is a student-centered learning approach where students
learn through the planning and feedback of sequenced activities (National Council of
Educational Research and Training, 2011). Ali and Muhammad (2018) researched ABL
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and how the role of internship could be applied to a writing workshop PD for teachers
and for students. Ali and Muhammad claimed critical thinking activities engage students
because students become more involved in the planning stages of learning. Designing PD
allows both the students and the teachers to partake in ABL opportunities and in an
internship model, the PD being delivered becomes more effective (see Ali & Muhammad,
2018). Nudzor, Oduro, and Addy (2018) found in their study of several Ghanaian schools
that the majority of time spent in school was not productive because students were not
engaged in learning due to issues like lack of sustained teacher training sessions in ABL,
lack of leadership quality assurance systems related to the implementation of ABL in the
classroom, ineffective assessment practices, and limited supervision of teaching and
learning practices. Nudzor et al. also found there was a high absenteeism rate—as much
as 27% on any given day—of Ghanaian teachers attending PD compared to teachers who
attended PD internationally. The PD Ghanaian teachers were missing was the PD
designed to teach more engaging lessons, like ABL. By having the PD during the regular
school day and at the same time as the writing workshop, teachers are more likely to be in
attendance to learn EBPs in the ABL design. ABL design allows students to learn from
each other and not allow students to get left behind (Nudzor et al., 2018). ABL allows for
higher cognitive functioning by having students discuss and dialogue with their teachers
and with each other (Nudzor et al., 2018).
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Singal et al. (2018) found students who participated in ABL opportunities felt
more confident and were more autonomous in their learning experiences. Teachers also
felt more prepared in engaging students in their learning by implementing ABL (Singal et
al.). These findings are promising for this research study in bringing positive perceptions
to the ABLs that are designed in conjunction with the writing workshop PD. Glassner and
Eran-Zoran (2016) researched the combination of action learning, which is another term
for ABL, and problem based learning with students to foster ambiguous learning
situations to stimulate critical thinking skills. The writing workshop PD also includes
ambiguous learning situations, such that, some of the writing tasks are open-ended and
stimulate students’ critical thinking skills. Lipscomb et al. (2018) saw the significance of
ABL as being effective in student learning as long as the ABL was effectively aligned
with a goal or standard of learning. In the writing workshop PD teachers are guided into
designing writing ABLs that align with the writing TEKS. Effective designs of ABLs that
align with standards contribute to the diversification and differentiation of learning skills
(Lipscomb et al., 2018). ABLs are not just a way to entertain students but rather a way to
engage students by providing meaningful, and fun, learning opportunities.
Writing Workshop as PD
Cope (2016) researched writing workshops focused on creative nonfiction.
Despite the focus being on creative nonfiction, Cope’s study emphasizes the importance
of utilizing a writing workshop as a way to successfully teach students writing skills
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(Cope, 2016). In fact, Cope argued the writing workshop pedagogy is transformational in
its effectiveness with how teachers and students learn and reflect on their own writing
skills. Forman (2016) observed teachers who had the opportunity to act as students in a
writing workshop PD. This writing workshop simulation allowed teacher participants to
take on the personae and perspective of students who were learning how to write, and
because of those experiences, teachers came up with better ways to design learning
activities to better help their own students (Forman, 2016). Another study on the
effectiveness of writing workshops was conducted by Locke (2015). Locke studied
teachers incorporating PD from an intensive, 6-day writing workshop they had attended
over a 2-year period in which teachers incorporated what they learned from the workshop
with their students. Teachers who participated in the workshop PD became more
confident in their own writing skills and in their efficacy to teach students writing skills
(Locke, 2015).
Levitt, Kramer-Vida, Palumbo and Kelly (2014) observed the effectiveness of
having two experienced writing specialists guide the writing PD for teachers for the
teachers to be successful at implementing a writing workshop for their students. In the
Levitt et al. study, which was directed towards elementary students, the writing workshop
framework of PD was determined to be successful when the teachers in the study moved
beyond teaching writing through the use of worksheets and instead adopted a created a
writing workshop approach.
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My research project is unique because it is geared towards secondary students. A
writing teacher specialist or instructional coach is required for my study in order to model
the writing lesson for the teachers and students first. After that first modeled lesson,
teachers would be expected to teach the next classes with feedback given to them by the
instructional coach.
Writing Workshop for the Struggling Student
Gair (2015) focused on the benefits of incorporating writing workshops as a way
to scaffold writing skills for struggling students. Gair found students felt more confident
in their writing skills based on the feedback given to them by the teachers and by the
choices offered to them for various writing tasks. Tacelosky’s (2017) focused on ESL
learners and how ESL students are able to thrive in writing workshops because writing
workshops provide various socialization opportunities. For example, Tacelosky argued
students in writing workshops are encouraged to peer edit and revise their essays with
their peers, thus encouraging them to socialize by asking clarifying questions and
providing peers feedback. Tacelosky also indicated elementary-aged ESL students have
less reservations when they are first seeking clarification during their language
acquisition; therefore, writing workshops provide those opportunities for secondary
students who would otherwise not seek clarification during their language acquisition.
Plakhotnik and Rocco (2016) studied the use of writing support circles for
struggling writers at a large university. The college students who participated in these
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writing support circles, which is an element of a writing workshop framework, increased
their self-efficacy and satisfaction with the workshop approach (Plakhotnik & Rocco,
2016). The writing support circles were a technique allowed students to explore the
varied reasons as to why they struggled in their writing skills and allowed their writing
instructors to provide a different kind of feedback in a more specific way. Many of the
writing instructors in the Plakhotnik and Rocco study claimed to not have effective
training in teaching writing skills or providing effective feedback to their struggling
students before participating in this program. Plakhotnik and Rocco argued students do
not struggle because of one particular, ineffective writing teacher but rather because
many writing instructors were never given their own training or guidance regarding how
to effectively teach writing skills or provide their students with effective feedback to help
students grow as writers.
Evaluations
Questionnaires used as evaluation and feedback methods have been effective
when monitoring the effectiveness of implementing new programs (Cathcart et al., 2014).
Asking questions of teacher participants by using weekly exit tickets about their
perceptions regarding the writing workshop PD provides timely feedback that can assist
in making necessary changes to improve instruction and student learning. In a study
conducted by Gabriel and Davis (2015), the researchers found the use of evaluations
alone is not the only effective way to measure the perceptions of how participants view
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their efficacy levels in writing, but evaluations can show how perceptions change over
time with focused interventions. My project PD has focused skills for the teacher
participants to implement with students during the writing workshop as well as questions
for the teachers to respond to in the form of exit tickets in the hopes teachers see how
student writing improves over the course of the school year.
Professional Learning Communities
Gwinn and Watts-Taffe (2017) researched how vocabulary-driven PLCs
influenced teaching practices and found teachers using EBPs support the use of PLCs as
part of the delivery mechanism of creating a successful writing workshop PD. Gwinn and
Watts-Taffe found the goals of the PLC need to be both district and campus aligned. In
this regard, my study aims to align the goals of the PLC as time spent designing lessons
for the writing workshop PD so district and campus administrators have a clearer
understanding of what the writing workshop PD accomplishes over the course of the 10weeks and also gain a better understanding of the EBPs teachers are using in the
workshop with students. Owen (2016) highlighted positive feelings of teachers who
participate in PLCs. Owen indicated the positive feelings generated by participant
teachers were spread to colleagues and students and led to a more positive learning
environment. Owen claimed those positive feelings can then be transferred further into
the writing workshop environment. Furthermore, the researchers concluded PLCs allow
teachers to design more skillful questioning and provides time for teachers to provide
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quality feedback to better support their students. Wilson (2016) argued PLCs are most
effective when there is an understood purpose for teachers to work towards. For the PD
offered in this project study, teachers would use PLC time to design activities for the
writing workshop. Wilson claimed effective PLCs lessen the overall workload of teachers
because they share and delegate responsibilities of planning and designing lessons.
Doğan and Adams (2018) maintained participation in PLCs increases teacher practices
and student achievement as long as the PLCs are well defined in the goals and purposes
of why teachers are meeting and planning. By implementing PLCs within the writing
workshop PD model, I designed for my study, teachers have a defined purpose for setting
writing goals for the workshop. Although more research is needed to determine what
makes PLCs effective, according to Burns et al. (2018), PLCs seem to have a positive
effect on the success of student learning. Burns et al. indicated having a PLC leader
seemed to also benefit the effectiveness of PLCs; and in the writing workshop PD for the
current study, there is a mentor teacher or leader who is essential to ensuring the teachers
receive a modeled writing lesson and are using their PLC time effectively.
Evidence-Based Practices
In a national sample of secondary classrooms, Troia et al. (2015) found EBPs
were not deployed in the classroom in a systematic way, noting elements of the writing
process, such as revising and editing, were only observed to occur for less than 10
minutes within a school day. Also, Troia et al. found there was a narrowing of writing
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implementation due to the emphasis on EOC standards, which the researchers argued
further depleted the use of EBPs in the writing classroom. The writing workshop PD
designed for my study embeds EBPs throughout the course, thus increasing the use of
EBPs in writing instruction. Philippakos and FitzPatrick (2018), in their suggested tiered
support model for writing, reported teachers struggled with writing instruction since the
implementation of writing strategies became the focus in preparation of state exams
rather than emphasizing EBPs of writing strategies. These researchers further suggested
teachers might improve their instructional design by reflecting on student writing. The
writing workshop PD in the current lends itself to teacher reflection. Furthermore,
Philippakos and FitzPatrick discussed the need to use the Response to Intervention (RTI)
model to differentiate for students who are struggling with content, such as writing,
which their research included a writing model utilizing the RTI structure. One element of
the RTI structure is the explicit teaching of skills. Similarly, the writing workshop PD in
the current study lends itself to the evidence-based practices of differentiation because it
focuses on station writing which allow struggling students to be pulled into even smaller
groups to explicitly work on skills.
Formative and Summative Assessments
Golden (2018) in her research study comparing classes of students who
participated in scenario-based learning as a writing strategy to classes of students who did
not use scenario-based learning as writing strategies, found students in the scenario-based
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classrooms performed more successfully on formative and summative assessments within
the ABL framework. The writing workshop PD gives students learning opportunities to
be involved in ABL writing situations, and teachers are able to assess students more
effectively because students who feel what they are learning is more relevant to their
lives will be more invested in their learning (Golden, 2018). The writing workshop PD is
student-centered learning, thus putting the responsibility of the learning on the student
rather than on the teacher (Golden, 2018). Rubrics were an important part of Golden’s
study allowing writing teachers to score student texts in a more consistent way, which
Golden found to have statistical significance in improving the essay results of students in
formative and summative assessments. Rubrics are also used in the writing workshop PD
to keep the grading consistent among the teacher participants. Though Fisher and Frey
(2014) recommended formative assessments should be incorporated in writing instruction
every 15 minutes, Lee (2016) found teachers tend to use writing assignments more as
summative assessments rather than formative assessments. Underuse of formative
assessments in writing instruction could be one factor contributing to gaps in students’
writing skills because the writing skills are not being monitored for understanding as
frequently as is recommended by researchers. Therefore, in the writing workshop PD
teachers use more frequent formative assessments to help guide their instruction and to
help guide student achievement before the summative assessments are given. Lee
indicated students become more active learners when they know what skill it is they are
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lacking when given more timely and focused formative assessments they participate in.
Lockwood (2015) argued it is essential for teachers to be trained how to use formative
assessments, by way of feedback to their students, to help their students be more
successful at various writing tasks. Lockwood further discussed the importance for the
feedback teachers provide to students on formative assessments to be of quality, or
student achievement will not be as significant. This quality feedback does not just have to
come from the teachers but can also be given from student peers (Lockwood, 2015), thus
supporting the writing workshop PD model even further. Students would receive
feedback from their teachers and from each other in the writing workshop PD model.
Project PD Timeframe
The timelines described in the studies below relate to the timeline of my study in
the PD. The project is to take place over a 10-week timespan, occurring twice-weekly, for
a total of 20 PD and PLC sessions. The current PD writing workshop plan uses 9:04
hours (544 minutes) of class time per week during Periods 1, 3, 4/5, 6, and 7 (272
minutes per day for 2-days per week) and an additional 1:46 hours (106 minutes) of
PLC/PD time during second period per week for a total of 10:50 hours of PD per week.
Altogether, teacher-participants engage in 108:20 hours (6,500 minutes) of PD during
this 10-week period. Palermo and Thomson (2018) recommended a writing workshop
include such elements as writing stations, feedback use in formative assessments, and
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guided and focused writing opportunities for students, and 45-minute instructional
periods, which matches the length of time for instructional periods in the current study.
The timeframe for this study further includes elements noted in Lillge’s (2019)
study in which he conducted a 13-month PD study with a month of pre-PD training for
teachers. The study provided 10 specific days within the year for participant teachers to
plan how to implement the PD in their classrooms, and nine months for them to apply
elements of the PD they had learned and planned with their students. Lillge noted
extending the timeline of the study over one year provided ample opportunities for the
participants to better understand and process the challenges of transferring what was
being learned in PD into their instruction with students. The participants in the Lillge
study were able to use the 13-month PD to work collegially with others and resolve
conflicts that arose in their misunderstandings of the writing strategies framed during the
PD. The timeline for my study of 10-weeks throughout the school year is attributed to the
benefits noted in the Lillege study.
Project Description
Potential Resources and Existing Supports
The presenter of the project PD needs to be strong in managing a workshop
atmosphere because different groups of students may be doing various writing activities
at the same time during the project PD sessions. Also, the presenter needs to model and
coach teachers during the facilitation of the workshop in tandem to students learning the
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writing strategies. Potential recruitment for a strong presenter may be found in the
English departments of the various school districts and surrounding regions of Texas.
TSD 1 also has a curriculum and instruction department that can be recruited to help lead
this type of project PD. Specific trainings may need to be offered to help support these
model teachers in how to effectively coach other teachers.
Implementation
The project PD can be implemented in the first or second semester the school
year. If implemented in the first semester of the school year, teachers will have the
opportunity to review the project PD plan over their summer break, thus giving them the
opportunity to independently research upcoming topics to be covered in the project PD
timeframe. On the other hand, implementing the project PD in the second semester of a
school year allows teachers to have the opportunity to get to know their students better
and better prepare students for the design and expectations of the project PD.
Potential Barriers
Teachers may feel their autonomy is being taken away because a 10-week project
PD plan occurs during the school day and being held in the LGI twice a week is different
than them being allowed to stay in their own classrooms teaching their own students
whatever and however they want. However, with the educational landscape changing,
teachers may begin to appreciate and even desire being part of a collaborative effort with
their students. A 10-week time period allows for flexibility to work around any
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unplanned interferences that may occur during the school year (Palermo & Thomson,
2018).
Having the English specialist demonstrate and model PD and then having the
teacher participants teach up to 120 students at once is a creative way to allow the PD to
reach all of the participant teachers at once. However, it is a different approach for the
teacher participants who likely will only have had experience teaching classes of 5-30
students. Moving forward with this type of large group project PD taking place in
multiple years, even though students are placed into smaller groups within the LGI, and
the addition of other grade levels each year, may present a spacing issue. Perhaps the use
of other large common areas such as the cafeteria could be used. Also, other grade levels
could meet for the project PD writing workshop on different days during the week. One
benefit, however, of having other grade levels vertically align the way writing is being
taught at TSD 1 is students already know the expectations from year to year (see Kallick
& Colosimo, 2009), thus making the project PD experience more efficient for students
and teachers alike, both of whom are part of the project PD. The teachers benefit from the
pedagogical portion of the project PD, and the students benefit by not losing academic
instruction since they are taught writing strategies alongside the teachers who are learning
effective writing strategies and implementing those strategies in tandem. The
demonstration of the PD reaching all participants at once and the fact that participants
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would be allowed to implement the PD plan during the school day outweighs the
potential barrier of the initial large class size.
Proposal for Implementation and Timetable
Beginning in the ninth grade, students taking English 1, which is a state tested
subject in writing, would be the first grade level to begin the implementation of this
project PD writing workshop. Tenth graders would begin implementation of the project
PD plan the following year followed by eleventh and twelfth grade levels the next two
years. The writing workshop could be held on any 2, consecutive days of the week—for
the sake of continuity (see Kallick & Colosimo, 2009). The timetable for the project PD
writing workshop consists of providing 20 instructional days of PD over the course of 10weeks. This amount of time is appropriate for the participants to learn and master the
implementation of the PD process (see Kallick & Colosimo, 2009). This timetable of
implementation gives the presenter time to model, teachers time to observe, learn,
implement, and reflect, and students time to master the skills and concepts being
presented. The PD writing workshop is each Monday and Tuesday for 10-weeks;
therefore, there are a total of 20 PD sessions presented through the writing workshop. The
bell schedule has been created with 8 class periods at 53 minutes per class period with the
exception of fourth and fifth class periods being at 90-minute block period to
accommodate lunches. Therefore, teacher-participants are provided 4:32 hours (272
minutes) during class Periods 1, 3, 4/5, 6, and 7 on Mondays and 4:32 hours (272
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minutes) on Tuesdays each week for workshop PD modeling from the ELA specialist and
PD implementation during the writing workshop for students. In addition, teacherparticipants receive another 53 minutes Monday and 53 minutes Tuesday for a total of
1:46 hours (106 minutes) of PLC/PD time during second period each week in which the
ELA specialist and the participant teachers discuss the lessons to be implemented that
week. Adding the workshop PD and the PLC/PD time together, teacher participants
receive daily instruction equaling 5:25 hours (325 minutes) or if calculated per week
10:50 hours (650 minutes). Over a 10-week period teacher participants receive 108:20
hours (6,500 minutes) of PD. This timeline can be found in the schedule of topics and
skills in Appendix A.
The PD for teacher participants occurs in the first period class of the day when
each teacher observes and participates as a student in the writing workshop presented to
him or her by the English specialist. Along with the teacher participants the first period
ELA students for each of the six teacher participants participate in this first period class
as well. This PD continues throughout the school day, twice a week, and allows teacher
participants to immediately implement the EBPs with their students participating in the
writing workshop the teachers learned during first period. This framework serves as
continued PD in that each teacher participant are observed teaching and co-teaching up to
a total of 120 students made up from the six participants’ classes brought together in the
LGI. The teacher participants replicate the lesson they have just observed the English
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specialist teach to the first period class. These lessons are co-created with the guidance of
the English specialist and the teacher participants during the PLC period. The PLC period
is the final piece of the PD where teacher participants are guided by the English specialist
to discuss and reflect on the PD and on their application of the principles shared in the
PD and make any needed adjustments.
Roles and Responsibilities of Students, Teachers, Professional Development
Facilitator, and the Researcher
The role of the student is to be organized, engaged, and reflective. Students need
to organize their learning logs, writing samples, and the vast amount of feedback given to
them during the course of the writing workshop (Armstrong-Carroll, & Wilson, 2008;
Atwell, 2002). The teacher role is two-fold: one of the learner and one of the instructors.
The teacher is asked to be both the learner and the instructor during these writing
workshop project PDs. During the first class period for each of the 20 days of instruction,
teachers need to understand what and how the English specialist, who is also the PD
facilitator, is presenting for the day. The teachers learn and help to facilitate lessons
during the first period class. During the second period PLC time on Mondays and
Tuesdays, teachers are given the opportunity to ask clarifying questions of the English
specialist to reflect and to prepare activities to add to the project PD experience and
enhance the learning experience for their students. Finally, the teacher is in the
instructor’s role for the remaining 4 class periods of the day leading the workshop and
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teaching students the skills and content newly learned (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson,
2008).
The presenter’s role is an English specialist in the school who is an instructional
coach and a facilitator of PD. The presenter needs to be well trained in how to run a
writing workshop (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Atwell, 2002). The presenter also
needs to be able to effectively communicate his or her expectations to two different
audiences—the teachers and the students. The presenter is teaching through modeling and
facilitation. The topics to be presented and the materials needed weekly during the PD
writing workshops are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4

Topics Presented and Materials Needed Weekly for PD Writing Workshops
Week

Topics presented

Materials needed

1

Expository
Writing,
Drafting, Opinion
Writing

TEKS & Learning Log for Writing
Workshop Weeks 1 & 2
Name tent, writing utensil, assigned
homework, i-Pad or device
Understanding your opinion

2

Gathering
Evidence,
Organizing Ideas
with Transitions

Gathering evidence

3

Conclusions,
Workshop
Rotations
Lessons 1-4 of
Writing Process

TEKS & Learning Log for Writing
Workshop Weeks 3 & 4
Writing Workshop Power Point 1
Making Connections: Reading and
Writing
Writing Your Introduction,
Conclusion, and Title

4

Workshop
Rotations
Lessons 1-4 of
Writing Process

Writing Workshop Power Point 2

(table continues)
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Week

Topics presented

Materials needed

5

Workshop
Rotations
Lessons 1-4 of
Writing Process,
Revision

TEKS & Learning Log
for Writing Workshop
Weeks 5 & 6
Triple Venn Diagram

6

Revise and Edit

Making Connections:
Reading and Writing

7

Revision
Rotations

TEKS & Learning Log
for Writing Workshop
Weeks 7 & 8

8

Revision
Rotations

Making Connections:
Reading and Writing

9

Revision
Rotations

TEKS & Learning Log
for Writing Workshop
Weeks 9 & 10

10

Publishing and
Presenting Work

Making Connections:
Reading and Writing

My role as the researcher is one of an observer and recorder. By observing and
taking notes, I will keep records of the model lesson being taught by the English
specialist during first period. I will also observe the teacher-participants and the students
who are in attendance during the first period writing workshop in the LGI room. Then, I
will sit quietly in the classroom setting where the teachers and the English specialist will
meet for PLC. I will take observational notes during the PLC process. Finally, I will
observe and record the remaining workshop class periods.
Project Evaluation Plan
Outcomes Based Formative Evaluation
The PD project is evaluated using weekly exit tickets for the teachers, and the
product and genre is PD/training curriculum development. This genre has been chosen
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for my project because the analysis of the data from all three of my RQs indicate the need
for a different kind of PD for writing teachers to both educate teachers on how to teach
EBPs for writing and to allow students to be engaged in higher levels of critical thinking
and writing activities. The entirety of the materials of the PD project may be found in
Appendix A.
The findings, as they relate to RQ 1, are that the emergent themes of lack of time
designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction, ineffective instructional
modeling of EBPs, and ineffective PD scaffolding led teachers to perceive the district and
campus PD offerings do not support teachers’ perceived competence related to designing
and implementing EBPs in writing instruction. The goals for the PD project include an
adequate amount of time for both teachers and students to master EBPs being introduced
in the writing workshop PD. The PD project takes place twice a week over a 10-week
period. In response to participant concerns, ineffective PD lacked appropriate scaffolding
for various skill-leveled students; the writing workshop PD scaffolds skills according to
student needs. A planning template, included in Appendix A, is used to both plan lessons
of the writing workshop and to be used by students as a learning log allowing students to
self-monitor their own mastery of learning skills.
The findings related to RQ 2 involve the participants’ perception of their selfefficacy, their lack of confidence when lesson planning, and their various training
experiences. Goals for the project PD include direct modeling of writing strategies based
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in EBPs for teachers and give teachers the opportunity to observe, learn, and implement
as the project PD is taking place. The goal is this type of hands-on and in-the-moment
learning increases teachers’ self-efficacy and confidence (see Plakhotnik & Rocco, 2016).
Teacher participants are given the opportunity to immediately implement the EBPs they
learn during the first period PD session which removes any hesitancy from the teacher
because part of the PD training is the gradual release of teaching responsibility to the
teacher participants. A schedule of topics is included in Appendix A as a map of the skills
to be covered over the 10-week project PD period. Teachers are given this calendar ahead
of time to familiarize themselves with the topics to be covered; however, teachers are
given the project PD during the first class period of the school day with actual students in
attendance. The project PD presenter leads and models the day’s lesson for the teachers
who observe, learn, and begin to implement the skills being taught to students in the
following class periods after first period. There are 8 class periods each day with the
second period class being the time for PLC.
To ensure this self-efficacy and confidence transfers over into teachers’ lesson
planning, a PLC is held directly after the first writing workshop project PD. Teachers
need a second period common planning period to ensure a structured PLC is designated
for this purpose. Furthermore, these PLCs allow teachers to share their various training
experiences and discuss ways to successfully implement the EBPs learned at these prior
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training experiences into the writing workshop project PD; thus, the PLC time provides a
type of formative evaluation for the project.
Finally, student engagement, students’ abilities to critically think, and teachers’
lack of follow-through were the findings related to RQ 3. RQ 3 deals with how teachers
demonstrate their competence and confidence in the implementation of EBPs through
their lesson planning and practice of writing instruction. The student engagement piece is
addressed in the interactive discussions and strategies of the writing workshop model.
Critical thinking skills are also addressed during the writing workshop because students
need to monitor their own learning as well as the learning of their writing workshop
partners. Finally, the English specialist who facilitates and guides teachers in the
implementation of the EBPs ensures teacher participants follow-through in the actual
implementation of the EBPs. Teacher competence and confidence is addressed through
the reflective piece of the PLC process.
Key Stakeholders Description
This is a daily overview of the PD project; however, this PD plan is implemented
by one grade level per year, in small group settings, so as to not overwhelm the entire
English department with a new kind of PD (see Palermo & Thomson, 2018). TSD 1 has
2-3 English teachers per grade level which is ideal because those teachers and their
students need to meet in the LGI room. The LGI room would be designed to
accommodate small groups of students at several tables. This room design, albeit catering
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to a large number of students, is manageable because of the small grouping factor.
Additionally, the 2-3 English teachers plus a PD presenter is able to facilitate and manage
the group of students much like a conference-style workshop. Students sign the student
writing workshop expectations form which can be found in Appendix A. Students are
also given learning logs each week to highlight the skills being learned and mastered each
week. The presenter models the day’s lesson during the first class period of the school
day. Period 2 should be designated as a teacher PLC to debrief and discuss
misconceptions, clarifications, and ideas for improvement for the workshop. The
following class periods give the teachers, each in turn, opportunities to lead the
workshop—all while the presenter monitors, guides, and coaches as needed.
Overall Evaluation Goals
To align the findings of my research with the project PD, the goals incorporate
formative assessments to systematically monitor and adjust the engagement level and
critical thinking comprehension of students. These formative assessments can be seen in
the lesson planning template and student learning log found in Appendix A. In regard to
addressing the concern with teachers’ failure to follow-through and implement these
strategies, an exit ticket is given to the teachers once a week during PLC sessions to
collect formative data regarding how teachers incorporated EBPs during the project PD
timeframe. The exit ticket allows teachers to explore their perceived effectiveness of the
project PD. The exit ticket questions can also be found as part of the project PD materials
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in Appendix D. The exit ticket question results allow me to know more about teacher
views about what worked and what did not work from varying perspectives of the teacher
participants (see Cathcart et al., 2014). After completing the project PD, I would
determine the next steps based off a new analysis of data such as the state’s English EOC
exams.
Implications Including Social Change
Local Community
This project addresses the needs of learners in my local community by providing
a PD framework to teach EBPs for the writing process by using a writing workshop for
my local school district. The importance of the project PD for teachers is to provide them
with a different approach and support to focus on addressing their needs in teaching
writing to their students. Instructors who embrace and implement this project PD get the
opportunity to experience PD in a new way as well. Instructors, essentially, have a
learning lab of willing student writers to test and practice new, engaging, and EPB
writing practices with. This type of project PD builds in time for the instructors to not
only learn and implement more effective ways to teach the writing process but also helps
instructors build a community of learners within their grade-level and department teams
(see Cope, 2016). Administrators and community partners acknowledged students’ need
to improve their writing scores, and this project PD does not only help students grow as
writers but also helps teachers grow as instructors of writing.
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Far-Reaching
My work is important for other school districts whose students are also struggling
to master writing skills and for the English teachers who struggle teaching those writing
skills. The project PD was designed with the suggestions from my research participants
as to what they believe makes strong and effective PD. Therefore, other teachers may feel
this project PD is innovative by delivering EBPs in a different way (see Ali &
Muhammad, 2018).
Conclusion
The findings of the research study led me to design a writing workshop project
PD with the goals of providing both teacher training of teaching the writing process using
EBPs and of allowing students to practice and master the skills of the writing process
over a 10-week period. Data analysis of emergent themes related to the three RQs of this
study propelled me to choose the PD/training curriculum and materials genre for the
project PD. A rationale was provided for the project PD, a second literature review
related to the specific genre of the Project PD was provided, and an evaluation for the
project PD was expressed. In Section 4, I offer reflections of myself as a researcher and
scholar, and I provide conclusions of my project, covering the strengths of the project,
recommendations to address limitations, and the potential effects and implications for
future research.
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Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions
Introduction
A high percentage of students from TSD 1 earned below proficient scores on the
EOC English writing exams, and the high school English teachers indicated they do not
feel adequately prepared by district PD to help students improve their writing skills.
Through interviews of six participants and analysis of proffered district PD and teacher
lesson plans it was revealed teachers need to feel well-prepared through PD that models,
engages, and provides actual lessons for successful implementation of evidence-based
writing strategies to transfer into teachers’ implementation of those strategies in the
classroom. By conducting a second literature review, the idea of creating more of a
focused PD led to my decision to create a writing workshop training experience for my
project. In this section I reflect upon the project, upon myself as a scholar, practitioner,
and researcher, and upon the potential future social effect my project could have on PD in
the area of preparing teachers to teach the writing process more effectively to high school
students.
Project Strengths and Limitations
The project’s strengths in addressing the problem of the study lie in the duality of
being both an educator and a learner. Educators are always learners first, and educators
must continue to learn to be effective educators. Therefore, the project allows the
educator to be both the educator and the learner by designing PD during the school day
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where the educator is engaged in learning how to implement and design lesson plans that
focus on EBPs of writing strategies (see Cope, 2016). The PD also gives the educator the
opportunity to immediately put newfound knowledge to use through the practice and
implementation with students in a workshop environment (see Cope, 2016). There is also
a built-in PLC that allows educators the opportunity to work with the PD presenter and
other educators to strengthen their understanding of skills, content, and pedagogy being
taught in that day’s workshop.
The project’s limitations in addressing the problem are the project spans over 10weeks which does change the face of what the day-to-day operations of learning currently
looks like. The number one frustration of the participants of this study was the lack of
time they felt they had to learn and implement EBPs in their lessons and interactions with
students. Kallick and Colosimo (2009) found 10-weeks, with all of the school holidays,
teacher workdays, and any other unplanned events, is the recommended timeframe to
successfully implement any new curriculum. My project PD is modeled after the
timeframe suggested by Kallick and Colosimo because the EBPs being implemented are
part of a writing workshop curriculum.
Recommendations for Remediation of Limitations
One recommendation I can make for the remediation of this time limitation is to
adjust the PD timeframe to the school district’s report card calendar. For example, if a
school district is on a 6-week reporting calendar, then design a 6-week workshop. To
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address the problem differently, a school district could spread the 10-weeks over the
course of the school year. A 4-day workshop 1 time a month could be a great way to
incrementally introduce this type of PD process with students and staff.
Recommendations for Alternative Approaches
A writing workshop PD was designed to address the challenges contributing to
poor student writing skills and to provide teachers time to learn and implement EBPs of
the writing process in a different PD setting. However, alternative approaches could be
taken to address these same challenges. One such alternative approach could be to
explore reading workshops in conjunction with the writing workshop PD model. Lee and
Schallert (2016) noted educators and researchers alike accept the influence reading has on
writing. The English EOC exam scores students on both reading and writing so including
a reading workshop in conjunction with the writing workshop could result in elevated
reading scores as well. In addition, Cherry-Paul, Cruz, and Ehrenworth (2020) found
access to a high-level curriculum and authentic texts causes high-stakes testing scores
improve suggesting authentic learning and incorporating student choice and interest could
aid students in learning beyond the goal of good test scores.
Scholarship, Project Development, Leadership and Change
Growth of Self as a Scholar
I conducted formal research at the highest level of educational attainment, and I
learned scholarship is synthesizing a foundation of learning with the experiences obtained
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throughout my life. For example, I synthesized the ideas of other researchers in the
literature reviews I conducted, but I also took my learning foundation of my prior formal
and informal educational experiences and the life experiences from my career in
education and synthesized those experiences into an overall contribution to the ongoing
conversation of formal research in the field of education.
In the first three sections of this project, I learned to ground my research and join
the conversation of past and present researchers. I also learned how to navigate the
writing style of APA as I was previously more experienced in the MLA style of writing
as an English instructor. The most beneficial part of my learning in the first three
sections, however, was learning how to align my research problem to my research RQs
and to let go of preconceived biases towards the research problem (see Creswell, 2012).
Again, as an English instructor, there were times I was too close to the problem of
struggling writers and ineffective PD to teach the writing process to struggling writers.
Thus, I learned to listen and observe other people and their experiences better. This
illumination has made me a better researcher.
In the final two sections of this project I learned how to analyze qualitative data.
In the current educational field, plenty of PD is given on how to analyze quantitative
data, but I have not experienced any PD that taught me how to use qualitative data
effectively. I learned through this journey how to piece together the rich stories

139

qualitative data provide, which once again, has made me a better listener. I also learned I
can become a better educator through the reflection of my learning experiences.
Practitioner and Project Developer
The development of the project was the most exciting part of the study for me. I
was able to take current research standards and apply them to an actual plan to be
implemented. I felt through the analysis of participant interviews, lesson plans, and
district PD offerings I was able to propose solutions to some of the gaps of PD planning.
The project development was a synthesis of other peoples’ ideas and suggestions and a
design I was able to propose based off my research. The frustrating part of the project
development, however, was facing the unknown or hypothetical situations that can occur
in the complex system of education. For example, there are numerous ways to plan a
master schedule for a campus. For the purposes of my project, I had to settle on a master
schedule I felt was the most ideal for the implementation of my project. I had to come to
terms that as proud as I am of my project, it would never be perfectly suited for all
campuses and for all educational situations.
When designing the exit ticket for the project, I felt as if I were giving voice to
teachers in a new way. This type of evaluation process allows for stakeholders to voice
their opinions regarding the implementation of a project that suits their various needs
such as teachers being able to share their perspectives regarding the implementation of a
project that suite their teaching needs (Cathcart et al., 2014). This is an important step
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because it allows me to reflect and adjust my project to better fit the needs of future
stakeholders. One thing I adopted into my every day working life as a new campus
administrator, and as a result of incorporating the evaluation process into my research, is
to give questionnaires and other types of feedback opportunities to my stakeholders so I
can continue to grow my programs and myself.
Leadership and Change
I learned there are many levels of leadership and it is important to understand who
those leaders are in those various levels (see Harris, Hinds, Manansingh, & Morote,
2016). There are the designated, official leaders and the unofficial, practical leaders who
do not have leadership titles of a district and of a campus. The official leaders hold
various titles throughout the school system such as principal, director, or superintendent.
The unofficial leaders, however, can be teachers, students, parents, or other community
members. Having worked on this research project for the last 8 years and having worked
in five different school districts during this time of study, I have been able to observe the
nuances of different styles of leadership and the shifting changes of leadership roles and
power (see Harris et al., 2016). There is not one perfect leader. However, a cognizant
leader can learn to be a leader of many different styles, to use other leaders of their
campus, and to strengthen and build leaders to fill any empty voids within the school
system (Harris et al., 2016). My project PD is one opportunity to use current research to
build teacher leaders. Creating PD not only trains teacher leaders to implement EBPs in
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their lessons but also grows students in becoming stronger writers and changes the way
PD is currently being done. A leader who understands and embraces change is more
likely to stay current with research trends to make well-informed decisions and solutions
to address those changes.
Analysis of Self as Scholar
In the early years of working on my doctoral program, I was eager to set aside
time to research and study. I felt I would complete my doctoral program in 2 years and
amaze the entire Walden faculty with my stellar research and quick completion time.
That, however, was not the reality of what it took to be a scholar. As a scholar, I made
many sacrifices. I remember having to stay up late nights on family vacations to complete
an assignment by deadline in one of my earlier courses. We were at Disney World and
after an arduous day of waiting in never-ending lines and experiencing the most fun on
earth, I headed back to the hotel room to complete a lengthy essay while the rest of the
family snoozed away. Over an 8-year span of working on this doctoral program there
were countless trips, parties, or other social occasions that took the back seat to my
research. As a scholar, I had to put the work first and it was difficult because of all the
distractions happening around me. However, when I was in the zone—the research
zone—I found joy in my learning and accomplishments. I feel I am, and always will be, a
scholar. I will continue to pursue knowledge by making sacrifices and finding joy in
researching the current trends and topics in education. I have become a scholar because I
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am able to look at the world differently and have a better understanding of how to make
sense of the world around me in quantitative and qualitative ways. Although I took much
longer than 2 years to complete this journey, becoming a scholar in the field of education
has been worth the sacrifices made along the way.
Analysis of Self as Practitioner
I thought implementing various and required projects of my doctoral program into
my work-life would be difficult. I dreaded asking co-workers or my superiors to
participate in countless interviews, questionnaires, or revision parties. However, each
time I was forced out of my comfort zone to complete another aspect of my doctoral
program I grew more confident as a practitioner in the field of educational research.
Within the word “practitioner” is the root word “practice” and I was able to practice my
newfound knowledge in systematic and meaningful ways. I began utilizing
questionnaires into my teaching practice with students. The qualitative data I was able to
analyze from questionnaires helped me to better design learning opportunities for my
students and made me a better educator. By being a practitioner, I was also able to
become more proficient at observing and listening to the experiences of other educators.
Conducting interviews, transcribing, and triangulating data (Creswell, 2012) helped me to
see the interwoven patterns and themes that surround me in the day-to-day operations of
campus life. As a practitioner, I also became an advisor to many of my co-workers who
were interested to hear about the latest research article I read, and we would brainstorm
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ways to implement some of those ideas into our daily practice with students. I became a
doer as a practitioner and not just a theoretical thinker and that has enriched my career in
education even more.
Analysis of Self as Project Developer
I worked in education for 18 years and developed curriculum and PD projects for
various school districts and purposes. Developing the PD project for my doctoral
program was similar to my previous experiences but with one important difference: I
merged the two ideas of curriculum and PD together. This idea in itself was a challenge
because there were so many complex systems to consider when planning curriculum that
used EBPs, to be delivered to students at the same time teachers were to be trained on
how to teach using the EBPs. This model in the educational field is known as ABL (Ali
& Muhammad, 2018). This model ensures the teacher is truly understanding and
implementing the EBPs with students because students are given practical learning
opportunities as the teacher improves his or her “performance and abilities” while being
“actively involved in the learning process” (Ali & Muhammad, 2018).
I also often thought about the educational dynamics of the medical field as well
and the way medical interns experience on-the-job training as they shadow their mentors
and learning how to implement medical procedures by gradually having more and more
responsibility released to them. This learning and implementation dynamic of the
internship is what partly helped inspire me to design my PD project.
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In my PD project there is a mentor who models and coaches teachers to
implement EBPs in the day’s lessons with students. Gradually, the teachers are given
more and more responsibility to lead the writing workshop on their own and also to feel
in charge of their own learning (see Ali & Muhammad, 2018). The project was developed
within the scope of having a hands-on, activity based, and internship experience during
the PD and all the while collecting ideas of how to improve the PD process from the
participants of my study. It was fun to design a project at this level of rigor and include so
many different perspectives.
Reflection on the Importance of the Work
Findings from my research study revealed teachers expressed the district and
campus PD were ineffective. Designing a more interactive PD could enhance the PD
experience for teachers, campuses, and districts which could potentially result in positive
social change by influencing the way educators teach and the way students learn.
Findings also revealed teachers’ perceptions of their confidence in creating writing
lessons with current EBPs is lower than their perceived confidence in implementing some
strategies learned in prior PD sessions. Building teachers’ efficacy in designing lessons
using EBPs in writing strategies could enhance their confidence to implement EBPs with
their students in a more planned and systematic way. Furthermore, the PD project was
designed as a writing workshop to address teachers’ perceptions that students have low
critical thinking skills and are easier to teach when lessons are more engaging. The
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writing workshop is designed around EBPs that stimulate high critical thinking skills (see
Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Atwell, 2002), thus creating more engaging learning
opportunities. The importance of this research could influence the design and delivery of
future PDs and what teaching writing looks like at the high school level. I learned teacher
perceptions tend to align with the research being conducted about PD, writing workshops,
and the importance of utilizing EBPs with students to increase student success in
learning.
The project’s potential effect on social change at the local level may involve a
change in how master schedules and PLCs are used to carve out time for PD and for
teachers during the school day. Also, the teacher, no matter his or her years of
experience, could benefit with a PD design that incorporates an ABL and internship
concept (see Ali & Muhammad, 2018). These concepts allow the PD experience of
teachers to be both the learner and the instructor. Teacher training does not have to put
student learning on pause because the student continues to engage in learning as the
teacher is developing his or her own mastery of pedagogical concepts and
implementations of EBPs. The potential effect on social change of this project may even
reach beyond to other levels of society outside of the educational realm and into the
design of PD in the corporate world or other businesses.
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Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research
The project’s implications and applications for future research are boundless.
Writing is an essential skill for students to be successful in the 21st century (Knezeck,
2014) and effective PD is needed to ensure teachers are incorporating EBPs in their
instruction of teaching students the writing process. Utilizing the writing workshop
framework is one way to ensure both students and instructors are engaging in this
learning process (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Atwell, 2002). School districts and
campuses could apply the foundations of this project when designing master schedules to
better plan time for teachers to continue their professional growth through active and
engaging PD experienced during the school day. Teachers could begin to apply this type
of PD design within the other aspects of instruction in their classrooms because,
ultimately, PD is an extension of the classroom. Ali and Muhammad (2018) concluded
teachers who help create PD are more likely to participate in and implement the ideas
learned in the PD program. Teachers could be put on a rotation calendar of presenting PD
for the teachers in their area of expertise in the district or on campus. Individual training
could be conducted to support these teachers prior to them delivering their PD.
Students’ learning experiences would be very different if classes were run like PD
sessions. Students could become more professional in their own demeanors as learners as
a result of learning in a professional development style. Teachers and students’
relationships would become more of a partnership when PD is extended to both the
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instructor and the student. These possibilities could point to new directions of PD design
and implementation for future research.
Several studies’ results indicated educational practices have been trending
towards teacher collaboration, interdisciplinary studies, and student autonomy for at least
the last 30 years (Armstrong-Carroll & Wilson, 2008; Graham, 2007; Locke, 2015).
Departmental PLCs and interdisciplinary teaming have been implemented as ways to
help educators grow their skills and content knowledge. More and more school districts
are able to look to the teachers who are employed within their district to design, lead, and
run PD. Wehbe (2019) found what seems to be even more important than the topics and
skills offered in PD are the perceptions of the teachers as to what the teachers themselves
feel they need to learn from the PD. The teachers in the current study also expressed an
interest in controlling the topics and types of PD they attend. Future research could study
the effectiveness of these teacher-led PD sessions. Researchers could also study the
effectiveness of teacher-led PD on student learning and EOC outcomes. Furthermore,
once proven to be an effective form of teaching and learning teacher-led PD could extend
out to educators and learning institutions in other parts of the world.
Conclusion
This project was birthed from the data collected and analyzed during my research
study. Upon reflection of the project I learned teachers will include EBPs in their lessons
that seem engaging to students and that teachers feel confident in implementing.
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However, the findings of my research indicated teachers do not currently perceive district
and campus PD to be effective in preparing them to teach EBPs, specifically EBPs geared
towards the writing process. Teachers want PD to include lessons that scaffold for
students whom they perceive have lower critical thinking skills. Therefore, the PD project
was designed with these facets of teacher perceptions in mind.
I also reflected upon myself as a scholar, practitioner, and researcher. Becoming a
scholar required many years of sacrifices, dedicated learning, and arduous research to
stay abreast of my field. Being a practitioner in the field of education was the most
enjoyable part of the process although there were times I was forced out of my comfort
zone to enlist the help of stakeholders to complete various assignments for my doctoral
program. I can also now call myself a researcher in the field of education because I
learned how to synthesize my learning as a scholar with my application of practicing
current EBPs within my field of work.
Finally, I explored the possible effect this project could have on social change and
on future research. Social change could occur at either the local or global level regarding
the design and implementation of PD and how the writing process is taught to high
school students. School systems and the educators working within those systems could
respond more positively to a PD design that takes a more interactive look at the dual
nature of being both a learner and an instructor. The focus for future research could be
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geared towards the effectiveness of student and teacher learning outcomes from this type
of PD experiences.
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Appendix A: The Project Study: 108:20 Hours of PD

Student Writing Workshop Expectations:
WORKSHOP DAYS: 10 consecutive Mondays and Tuesdays
PROCEDURES: Report to the LGI and sign-in at your teacher’s station. Grab a
group number/color and sit at the appropriate table.
MATERIALS NEEDED: Name tent, writing utensil, assigned homework, i-Pad
or device
NON-NEGOTIABLES: No phone (unless directed for educational purpose), be
prepared, participate, be constructive
FRAMEWORK: reading, writing, thinking critically, giving/receiving feedback
PUBLICATION: 1 work of your choosing will be included in your class
anthology
This writing workshop helps to improve your writing skills. Through this writing
workshop you will be able to:
•

examine your own opinions over a variety of topics

•

develop your ideas to share with others your point of view on a topic

•

create your own personal writing style

•

master the expository genre of writing, which will in turn, help you earn a
higher score on the essay of the STAAR exam.
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The writing workshop is based on the philosophy that everyone can be a writer;
that is, each student in this class can effectively communicate in writing. In this course,
you will learn to improve your communication abilities, both written and oral. If you
actively participate in the class, you will learn the techniques of good writing, and you
will grow as a writer.
This class requires work and commitment from you. You are asked to write inside
and outside of class. You will read and share your writing with other class members and
publish your writing in personal and class booklets. You will help one another become
better writers.
By signing below, I agree to abide by the expectations for the writing workshop
___________________________________________
Student’s Signature

168

All English 1 TEKS
Mode of Writing: Expository

Weeks, periods, and times in
minutes

Schedule of Topics and Skills and Timeline

MONDAY

Week 1:

TEKS: 13A-C

Periods 1, 3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Student Expectations Workshop
Contract

TEKS & Learning Log

TUESDAY

TEKS: 15Ai, iii
Expository Writing Workshop
Lesson 1: Opinion Writing

4 Steps of Writing Process PPT
PLC/PD
Teachers’ Conference
Period 8
WEEK 2
Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)
Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

TEKS: 15Av
Expository Writing Workshop
Lesson 2: Gather Evidence

TEKS: 15Aii, iv
Expository Writing Workshop
Lesson 3: Organize Ideas with
Transitions

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 3

TEKS: 15Ai

TEKS: 13A-C, 15Ai-v

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Lesson 4: Conclude

Lessons 1 -4 Rotations

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 4 Periods 1,3, 6, 7 (53

TEKS: 13A-C, 15Ai-v

TEKS: 13A-C, 15Ai-v

minutes) Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Lessons 1 -4 Rotations

Lessons 1 -4 Rotations
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(timeline continues)
Weeks, periods, and times in

MONDAY

TUESDAY

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 5

TEKS: 13A-C, 15Ai-v

TEKS: 13E

Periods 1,3, 6, 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Lessons 1 -4 Rotations

Revise

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 6

TEKS: 13E

TEKS: 13D

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Revise

Edit

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 7

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Revision Rotations:

Revision Rotations:

Sentence Variety

Sentence Variety

Word Choice

Word Choice

Examples

Examples

Defining Patterns

Defining Patterns

Cause/Effect

Cause/Effect

Compare/Contrast

Compare/Contrast

Classification

Classification

Definition

Definition

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

minutes

(timeline continues)
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Weeks, periods, and times in

MONDAY

TUESDAY

WEEK 8

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Revision Rotations:

Revision Rotations:

Sentence Variety

Sentence Variety

Word Choice

Word Choice

Examples

Examples

Defining Patterns

Defining Patterns

Cause/Effect

Cause/Effect

Compare/Contrast

Compare/Contrast

Classification

Classification

Definition

Definition

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

WEEK 9

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Revision Rotations:

Revision Rotations:

Sentence Variety

Sentence Variety

Word Choice

Word Choice

Examples

Examples

Defining Patterns

Defining Patterns

Cause/Effect

Cause/Effect

Compare/Contrast

Compare/Contrast

Classification

Classification

Definition

Definition

PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

minutes

(timeline continues)
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Weeks, periods, and times in
minutes

MONDAY

WEEK 10

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D

Periods 1,3, 6, and 7 (53 minutes)

Expository Writing Workshop

Periods 4/5 (60 minutes)

Revision Rotations:
Sentence Variety
Word Choice
Examples
Defining Patterns
Cause/Effect

TUESDAY

TEKS: 1B, 1C, 13A-C, D
Expository Writing Workshop

Publishing and Presenting Our
Work

Compare/Contrast
Classification
Definition
PLC/PD

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Period 2 (53 minutes)

Teachers’ Conference Period 8

Period 8 (53 minutes)

Period 8 (53 minutes)

4:32 hours per day

4:32 hours per day

(272 minutes per day)

(272 minutes per day)

53 minutes per day

53 minutes per day

Workshop PD Minutes

PLC/PD
Minutes
TOTAL PLC/PD Hours/Minutes
GRAND TOTAL Workshop PD and
PLD/PD Hours/Minutes
Teachers’ Conference

10:50 hours (650 minutes) per week

108:20 hours (6,500 minutes) for 10-weeks

53 minutes per day

53 minutes per day

Minutes

TOTAL Teachers’ Conference
Hours/Minutes

1:46 hours (106 minutes) per week
or
17:40 hours (1,060 minutes) for 10 weeks
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NAME:
PERIOD:
TEACHER:
TEKS & Learning Log for Writing Workshop Weeks 1 & 2
TEKS:
(15) Writing/Expository Texts. Students write expository texts to communicate
ideas and information to specific audiences for specific purposes. Students are expected
to:
(A) write an analytical essay of sufficient length that includes:
(i) effective introductory and concluding paragraphs and a variety
of sentence structures;
(iii) a controlling idea or thesis;
(v) relevant information and valid inferences
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Learning Log

174

Writing Workshop Student Expectations Contract

WORKSHOP DAYS: Mondays and Tuesdays
PROCEDURES: Report to the Old Cafeteria and sign-in at your teacher’s station.
Grab a group number/color and sit at the appropriate table.
MATERIALS NEEDED: Name tent, writing utensil, assigned homework, i-Pad
or device
NONNEGOTIABLES: No phone (unless directed for educational purpose), be
prepared, participate, be constructive
FRAMEWORK: reading, writing, thinking critically, giving/receiving feedback
PUBLICATION: 1 work of your choosing will be included in your class
anthology.
This writing workshop helps to improve your writing skills. Through this writing
workshop you will be able to:
•

examine your own opinions over a variety of topics

•

develop your ideas to share with others your point of view on a topic

•

create your own personal writing style

•

master the expository genre of writing, which will in turn, help you earn a higher score on
the essay of the STAAR exam.
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The writing workshop is based on the philosophy that everyone can be a writer;
that is, each student in this class can effectively communicate in writing. In this course,
you will learn to improve your communication abilities, both written and oral. If you
actively participate in the class, you will learn the techniques of good writing, and you
will grow as a writer.
This class requires work and commitment from you. You are asked to write inside
and outside of class. You will read and share your writing with other class members and
publish your writing in personal and class booklets. You will help one another become
better writers.
Students are expected to earn A or B grades. You can do this by completing all
assignments when they are due (including independent readings and extension activities),
by making a sincere effort to improve as a writer, and by actively participating in the
class.
To earn an A, the student does the following:
•

completes all assigned readings, writings, and revisions

•

submits a revised piece for each writing prompt

•

participates actively in large and small circles

•

turns in all assignments and revisions on or before due dates

•

submits 1 writing for publication in the class anthology

•

leads his/her writing group to master the various skills and tasks to be completed.
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To earn a B, the student does the following:
•

completes a minimum of 80% of assigned readings, writings, and revisions

•

submits a revised piece for each writing prompt

•

participates actively in large and small circles

•

turns in all assignments and revisions on or before due dates

•

submits 1 writing for publication in the class anthology

•

helps others in his/her writing group to understand the various skills and tasks to be
completed.
To earn a C, the student does the following:

•

completes a minimum of 70% of assigned readings, writings, and revisions

•

submits a revised piece for each writing

•

occasionally participates in large and small circles

•

occasionally turns in assignments and revisions on or before due dates

•

submits 1 writing for publication in the class anthology
To earn a D, the student does the following:

•

completes a minimum of 65% of assigned readings, writings, and revisions

•

submits a revised piece for each writing prompt

•

seldom participates in large and small circles

•

presents work in a sloppy and uncaring manner

177

By signing below, I agree to abide by the expectations for the writing workshop.

___________________________________________
Student’s Signature

___________________________________________
Parent/Guardian’s Signature
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4 Steps of the Writing Process PowerPoint
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The following Power Point slides are to be used as formative and summative
assessment assignments from Weeks 1 – 6.
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The following Power Point slides are to be used as formative and summative
assessment assignments from Weeks 7 – 10.
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Writing Workshop
MAKING CONNECTIONS: READING AND WRITING
•

In our first couple of writing workshops, we explored and unpacked “loaded language”
found in writing prompts. Loaded language such as everyone, given, equal, and
opportunity.

•

Last week in your English class you should have read and discussed the short story
“Darkness at Noon” by Harold Krents.

•

Your homework was to read the short story “Harrison Bergeron” by Kurt Vonnegut in
preparation for today’s writing workshop.
Discuss with your group what the first three bulleted items have in common.
STEP 1-->On your i-Pad watch a movie trailer for “Harrison Bergeron.”
STEP 2-->Search the phrase anticipation guide for “Harrison Bergeron” and
select 8 questions or statements from the selections provided. For the following questions
or statements that you choose, check the appropriate box for whether you agree or
disagree with the question or statement.
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Step 2: Anticipation Guide

AGREE

DISAGREE

Explain your
opinion

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

STEP 3-->Discuss each statement with your group.
STEP 4-->Now that you explored two different stories, “Darkness at Noon” and
“Harrison Bergeron,” it is time to determine what your opinion is regarding the following
prompt: Write an essay explaining how everyone should be given equal opportunity to
succeed.
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STEP 5-->On a sheet of paper, create an opinion statement responding to the
writing prompt.
STEP 6-->Each person at your group is to read his/her opinion statement out loud
to the group.
STEP 7: Tear a sheet of paper into 8 strips. Each group member needs to write
down the following on these strips of paper for each person who reads his/her opinion
statement aloud: Write 1 thing that is interesting about the opinion statement and 1 thing
that needs clarification. Then, give the strip of paper with your suggestions to the person
so they can improve his/her opinion statement.
STEP 8-->Revise your opinion statement. You may need to write a couple more
sentences to clarify your opinion statement. Turn your revised opinion statement in to
your teacher.
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STEP 1-->Draw a triple Venn diagram on the back of your butcher paper from
yesterday.
STEP 2-->Label each circle either “Darkness at Noon”, “Harrison Bergeron”, or
Your Society.
STEP 3-->As a group, share and choose the 8 questions or statements that you
selected for the anticipation guide in the previous lesson. Compare and contrast these
stories and your society using the questions or statements that your group selects.
*Remember: Circles that merge are comparisons. Circles that diverge are contrasts. Your
group must have at least 5 ideas per circle (that is a TOTAL of 35 ideas).
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QUESTIONS

Darkness at Noon

Harrison Bergeron

Your Society

TO
COMPARE:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

STEP 4: Write 3 of your most interesting or most insightful ideas from your triple
Venn diagram and write them on a sticky note. Be prepared to share your responses
during the Musical Freeze.
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Writing Your Introduction, Conclusion, and Title
STEP 1: Silently read the handout Writing Your Introduction, Conclusion, and
Title.
STEP 2: Each member in your group needs to select 2 different types of
introductions from the Guidelines for Writing a Strong Introduction.
STEP 3: Referring to the opinion statement you wrote yesterday, construct 2
different types of introductions that address the writing prompt: Write an essay
explaining why everyone should be given equal opportunity to succeed. Fold a blank
sheet of paper in half and write your 2 different introductions on this folded paper (1
introduction on the top half, and the 2nd introduction on the bottom half). Label the types
of introductions you are writing.
STEP 4: Be prepared to share your introductions in a feedback activity.
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Feedback Activity
STEP 1: In your new group, each person needs to read his/her opinion statement
out loud to the group.
STEP 2: Using a sticky note, each group member needs to write down the
following for each person who reads his/her opinion statement aloud: Write 1 thing
interesting about the introduction and 1 thing needing clarification. Then, give the sticky
note with your suggestions to the person so they can improve his/her introduction.
STEP 3-->Revise your introduction. You may need to write a couple more
sentences to clarify your introduction.
Turn your revised introduction in to your teacher’s station.
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Understanding your opinion: Gathering evidence
1. Fold your index card in half (hamburger).
2. Number your index card as follows:
1. On front of card:
2. 1.

3.

2.

4.

On back of card:
5.
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3. In section 1 of your card, create 4-5 questions that ask your partner about their
opinion regarding the writing prompt. Be sure to use who, what, when, where, why, or
how questions.
4. Ask your partner the questions and record his/her answers in section 2 of your
card. (4 minutes per partner).
5. Read your partner's answers and circle the one answer you like best, want to
know more about, or the answer that surprised you. In section 3 of your card, create 4 -6
more questions that focus on the circled answer. (5 minutes)
6. In section 4, record your partner’s answers. This time try to capture the exact
words and body language of your partner. (4 minutes per partner)
7. Using number 5 on your card, write a draft of your gathered information about
your partner’s opinion. *Use quotes from your partner. (10 minutes)
8. Read your draft to your partner who will confirm or correct any misinformation
and point out what you like. (2 minutes per partner)
9. Revise your draft based on your partner’s feedback. *Be sure to put your name
on your draft. (3 minutes)
10. Read/share your revised draft to your table group. Give the card to your
partner after you read it aloud. (8 minutes)
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Exit ticket: On a separate card, explain what it was like to hear your opinion
described by someone else. You need to write a minimum of 5 sentences. Make sure to
write your name on your card and turn it into your teacher’s station.
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Appendix B: Interview Protocols

Thank you for participating in this interview. The purpose is to gain a better
understanding of teachers’ perceptions of professional development (PD) and
competence of implementation of evidence-based practices (EBPs). To maintain
alignment with the RQs, the following interview questions guide the study. The interview
will be audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim and will be approximately 60 minutes.
The interview questions are open-ended allowing you as a participant to express your
views and opinions openly from your unique perspective. Following the interview, you
may be contacted to clarify your responses or provide more information, if we have
additional questions.
Date: ___________

Time Started: ___________ Time Ended: ___________

Interviewed by _________________________________
Research Questions (RQs): This project study focuses on addressing the
following RQs:
RQ1. How do teachers perceive district and campus PD has supported
their skill development and promoted their perceived competence
relating to designing and implementing EBPs in writing instruction?
RQ2. How do teachers perceive their own ability and success in
incorporating EBPs in lesson plans focused on writing instruction?
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RQ3. How do teachers perceive their competence and confidence in the
implementation of EBPs through their lesson planning and practice of
writing instruction?
Interview Questions:
How do you feel PD has prepared you to teach the writing process to high school
students?
How do you feel PD has prepared you to implement EBPs as it relates to writing
instruction with your high school students?
How does PD influence instructional practices when using EBPs in the writing
process?
How do you prefer the design and delivery of writing PD to best support your
learning?
How do you feel about your PD experiences in preparing you to teach writing?
What do you believe contributes to how you choose the writing strategies that you
use with your students?
How do your past failures and successes influence your selection of writing
strategies?
What writing strategies have you had the most success with and plan to continue
to use with your students?
What EBPs writing strategies do you include in your lesson plans?
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What previous PD have you attended?
Out of the previous PD that you have attended, which EBPs have you
implemented into your lesson plans?
Potential Interview Probes:
Please give me an example . . .
Please tell me more about . . .
Please describe your process . . .
Conclusion: Do you have any additional comments regarding your work as a
teacher in the instruction of the writing process?
Final Comments to Participant: Thank you for your time. I will prepare an
executive summary of the full report, which will allow me to briefly discuss the research
questions, the purpose, number of participants, data collection, and data analysis will be
emailed to you at the conclusion and approval of my final study. Hopefully, you will be
interested in reading the full report. If so, at your request, I will send one to you via
email. Again, please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions or
concerns.
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Appendix C: Review of Archival Lesson Plan Documents

Participant

Lesson Plan

Pseudonym Document

Description of

Writing

Evidence-

How Lesson

Standards

Based Writing

Implemented

Addressed

Strategies
Used
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Appendix D: Exit Ticket: Teacher Questionnaire of Writing Workshop PD

How helpful was the presenter in modeling writing workshops in you becoming
more successful teaching the writing process to your students?
How helpful were the evidence-based practices implemented with your students
to help them become more engaged and successful writers?
How helpful were the PLCs in you becoming more successful designing and
implementing evidence-based practices to teach the writing process to your students?
Please use the space below to describe what you feel is working well, not working
well, or provide any questions you may have regarding the writing workshop PD.

